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COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 


(Water Resources and Power Report) 


Part 3—Springfield, Mass. 


MONDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER Resources AND PowErR 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Springfield, Mass. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in the courtroom, 
post office building, Springfield, Mass., at 9:15 a. m., Hon. Robert E. 
Jones, Jr. (chairman of the special subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Robert E. Jones, Jr., and Henry 
S. Reuss. 

Also present: Representative Edward P. Boland; William C. Wise, 
staff director; William L. Sturdevant, staff member; and Orville S. 
Poland, general counsel for the full committee. 

Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. 

To begin with, I will introduce myself. My name is Robert E. 
Jones, Jr., a Member of the House of Representatives from the State 
of Alabama. 

On my right is Mr. Henry Reuss, a Representative from the State 
of Wisconsin. 

This subcommittee is charged with the responsibility of conducting 
hearings on the Report on Water Resources and Power of the Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, 
commonly known as the Hoover Commission. This report, along 
with the report of the Commission’s task force on the same subject, 
was submitted to Congress in June. 

This is the subcommittee’s third hearing. As in the case of our 
earlier hearings, we are meeting in an area recently devastated by 
floods. I know I speak for all of the subcommittee in expressing the 
deepest sympathy to the people of these ravaged areas. We share 
your great concern about this problem and we also share your desire 
that these tragedies not be repeated. 

I wish to point out that this is not a legislative committee—that is, 
it is not considering specific legislative bills of any sort. Our duty 
is to sound out sentiment throughout the countr y on the Hoover Com- 
mission’s approach to the solution of America’s water problems. 

In general, the Hoover Commission and its task force on water 
resources and power recommend a drastically reduced Federal role 
in the development and control of the Nation’s water resources. His- 
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tory shows that much of the economic, social and industrial progress of 
the United States has its roots in the Federal Government’s develop- 
ment of water resources for the general welfare. This development 
has been brought about by programs embracing navigation, flood con- 
trol, electric power generation and transmission, irrigation and recla- 
mation, pollution abatement and water supply. The Hoover Com- 
mission would minimize and in some cases cancel out Federal 
participation in these programs. 

This subcommittee is deeply interested in the recent request by the 
New England Governors Conference for a $50 million Federal flood- 
control program. Obviously New England needs a better harness 
on its rivers. I, for one, am prepared to vote for an adequate pro- 
gram. I am not certain that a single-purpose flood-control program 
is all that New England needs. But, if it is, then we will wish to hear 
testimony on whether or not the proposed $50 million program is 
obtainable under the Hoover recommendations. The Hoover task 
force, for example, recommends (p. 100, volume 1 of Task Force 
Report) that “non-Federal beneficiaries” of flood control projects 
“pay or repay costs commensurate with their benefits.” It would re- 
quire “groups of cohesive and clearly identifiable recipients of sub- 
stantial benefits” to pay at least 50 percent of the cost charged to them, 
with interest. 

The task force recommends (p. 99) that Congress adopt a policy— 
that projects for the alleviation of local and intrastate flood problems, in general, 


be planned, constructed, operated and maintained by local government units or 
by the States affected. 


The full Commission seems to agree with this when it says (p. 74, 
vol. 1 of Commission report) : 
Many flood-control projects now in use and many more that are being consid- 


ered for authorization or appropriation are largely, if not altogether, local in 
their utility. 


And then the Commission goes on to say: 


Present policy has led to the authorization of many projects of questionable 
economic merit which in all probability would not have been adopted had local 
promoters been required to back their claims with cash. 

Flood control is, of course, only one of the subjects covered by the 
Hoover Commission Report on Water Resources and Power. Others 
are navigation, irrigation, pollution, water suply, and hydroelectric 
power. In each of these Federal programs the Hoover Commission 
recommends less Federal participation and more financial contribution 
by so-called direct beneficiaries and local interests. We will welcome 
testimony on any or all of these points. 

In conclusion, I would like to make an observation, based among 
other things on my experience as a member of the Flood Control Sub- 
committee of the Public Works Committee. This is the committee 
that investigates, reviews and authorizes Federal flood-control proj- 
ects. I know from this experience that New England’s grossly in- 
adequate flood control is not the fault of Congress. In my belief the 

rincipal cause is the lack of popular support in New England itself. 

ublic opinion has just not been behind the proposed projects. 

Finally, I deeply believe New England needs maximum development 
of its water resources. Present development falls far short of this. 
I am familiar with the reports of the Federal Power Commission 
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which indicate an undeveloped hydroelectric power potential of some 
3 million kilowatts in this region. Without maximum development 
of a region’s resources, its industrial progress and development are 
thwarted and rendered static. And the economic health of any 
region is a proper concern of all America. 

From time to time the question is raised whether this subcommittee 
has only the full Commission report before it, or whether it has both 
the full Commission report and the task force report, a total of five 
volumes. The chairman has ruled that both reports are properly be- 
fore this subcommittee, and they are proper subjects for discussion 
and consideration by this committee; and any evidence directed 
either to the task force report or to the Commission’s report itself 
is a proper subject for consideration and discussion by the witnesses 
and members of the committee. 

Now, our first witness is Dr. William E. Leuchtenburg, associate 
professor of history at Columbia University, who has made an in- 
tensive and comprehensive study of the water-resources problems of 
the New England States. 

We are anxious to have your testimony, Doctor, and I know you 
have a schedule that requires you to make an early departure from 
here. Therefore you may proceed now, Dr. Leuchtenburg. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. LEUCHTENBURG, ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR OF HISTORY, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 


Dr. Leucutensure. Mr. Chairman, I am associate professor of 
history at Columbia Universiy. For ‘the past 7 years I have been 
engaged in research on the problems of water resources, with par- 
ticluar respect to New England. In the years from 1948 to 1959 
when I lived in Massachusetts, as a member of the faculties of 
Smith College and Harvard University, I undertook intensive re- 
search of the Connecticut River Valley development from 1927 to 
1950, studying documents, examining manuscripts in W sahioignems 
Hyde Park, and the New E ngland capitals, and interviewing regional 
leaders of every political and economic persuasion. This work, my 
doctoral dissertation at Columbia, was published by the Harvard 
University Press in the fall of 1952, under the title of “Flood Control 
Politics.” Since then, I have continued my interest in the problem 
of natural resources. On the basis of this study, I would like to 
comment on the report of the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government on Water Resources and Power 
in the light of the experience of the Connecticut Valley with water 
resource ‘development. 

The report of the Commision is a curiously contradictory docu- 
ment. It says that single-purpose development is terrible, but that 

we should have more of it. It says that bureaucratic control is a 
menace, but that we should create still new agencies. 

Mr. Jones. Doctor, are you talking about recommendation No. 1, 
in which the Hoover Commission recommends that water resources 
should be developed to assure their optimum use and their maximum 
contribution to the national economic growth, strength, and general 
welfare? 

Dr. LeucutTensure. I am referring to the general tenor of the 
report, where it seems to me that although at various times the Com- 
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mission talks of his faith and belief in comprehensive development, 
the recommendations of the Commission, if carried out in practice, 
would be single-purpose development. However many times the 
Commission may say this, it still would move in that direction rather 
than in the direction of more comprehensive development. 

It says that the Corps of Engineers has not been successful in 
carrying out a comprehensive water-resource program, but that the 
power of the corps should be extended. It says that there has been 
great confusion because of the overlapping functions of different 
agencies, but declines to reorganize them. 

“Mr. Jonzs. M: ay I interrupt again? 

Dr. LeucHTENBURG. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I hate to interrupt and I will not do it again. 

Are you familiar with Mr. Hoover’s recommendations on the first 
Commission on the Reorganization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government ? 

Dr. Leucutensure. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Is that consistent with the views expressed by Mr. 
Hoover in the first report ? 

Dr. Leucutensure. No. I think there is a marked inconsistency 
between the first and second reports. I think I would find myself 
in agreement with the Acheson and Rowe, etc., dissent, in the first 
report: but leaving that aside I think the second Commission report 
is markedly inferior to the first report, if for no other reason than 
that the first Commission appeared to take seriously the function 
assigned it of attempting to reorganize the executive branch of the 
Government, whereas the second report seems almost bored with the 
task assigned it and was moving into an entirely different field. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Dr. Leucutensure. It says that we lack any uniform national 
policy, because we are at the mercy of local interests, and then advo- 
cates giving still more power to the local interests. It says that we 
should be concerned with all aspects of river valley development, 
but it ignores almost every important field of conservation itself. 

Mr. Jones. Let me interrupt you again. I want to apologize, but 
you bring up such good questions. Do you know of any prohibition 
that would mean that the local people and local political subdivi- 
sions could not carry out water resources development at the present 
time? Is there any legal limitation on that? 

Dr. Leucutrensunre. It seems to me that the Commission is actual- 
ly interested in local control. 

Mr. Jones. Do they ever deal with local control, as to what it will 
actually do? They admonish us to give assistance to local govern- 
ments and yet they never define local government, and never tell 
about the restraints or restrictions placed on local initiative. I know 
of no law or no prohibition against the local interests proceeding with 
flood control work in any area of the country, so I do not think that 
they would suffer harassment or injury, from prosecuting these proj- 
ects, at the hands of the Federal Government. It seems to me there 
is some fiction, along that line, as to the prohibitions that are allegedly 
enforced against local interests doing this sort of thing. 

Dr. Leucutensoure. Yes, sir; I agree. 
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It says that we should be concerned with all aspects of river valley 
development, but it ignores almost every important field of conser- 
vation itself. 

In fact, the more one reads this strange report, the more one feels 
that the Commission does not believe in resource development at all. 
Not only does the Commission show astonishing ignorance of the 
experiences of the past 50 years, but it displays a general indifference 
to the subject it is supposed to be studying. The central principle of 
the Commission appears to be that the less resource development we 
have, the better. Certainly whenever it deals with the problem of 
flood control—a problem with which the people of New England have 
become gruesomely familiar in recent days—it is to argue that we 
should have less of it. Other problems of water conservation it re- 
fuses to discuss at all. When the pious verbiage is taken away, the 
Commission appears to have one primary concern—to destroy 50 
years of Government experience with river valley development, from 
Theodore Roosevelt to the present day ; to dismember existing Federal 
projects; and to turn resource development over to the private utili- 
ties and to local interests. Indeed, it is hard to see how a word of the 
report would have been different if it had been written in the office 
of a public relations consultant for the utilities, a proposal the Com- 
mission might seriously have considered since it would have spared us 
the immense labors of the task force. It was as sensible to expect 
an objective report from the personnel of the task force on Federal 
power projects as to expect an objective report from a wolf pack on 
whether to spare a flock of sheep. 

T am glad that this committee has come to the Connecticut Valley 
to hold hearings, because the Connecticut Valley is the Hooverville 
of river valley development. In essence, the Commission is arguing 
that we should reverse the policies that the Federal Gevernment has 
followed, particularly for the past 20 years. In the Connecticut 
Valley, there are no policies to reverse. This valley has followed the 
very policies the Commission advocates—interstate compacts, power 
development by private utilities, local autonomy, single-purpose de- 
velopment. Here the ideas of the Commission have been tested. If we 
compare the experience of the Tennessee Valley, which the Commis- 
sion deplores, with the experiences of the Connecticut Valley, which 
reflect the outlook of the Commission, we should have a good index 
to the reliability of the report. 

In recent weeks, two disastrous floods have struck southern New 
England, taking lives, destroying property, and almost annihilating 
Connecticut towns like Winsted. From the discussion in the press, 
one would gather that this was the first time this had happened, that 
this was some freak occurrence never before experienced. Actually, 
New England has been hit by at least 6 major floods in less than 30 
years—in 1927, 1936, 1938, 1949, and twice in 1955. In the 1927 flood— 
that early—the Mad River covered the main street of Winsted with 
a foot of water. What has been the response of the Connecticut Val- 
ley to these disasters? What has been the record of the Connecticut 
Valley in relying almost exclusively on State initiative ? 

As I wrote in Flood Control Politics: 

Although the 1927 flood was the costliest in the history of New England up 
to that time, the Connecticut Valley States made no move toward interstate 
action for flood control in the valley and did little to secure flood control within 
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State borders. They showed even less initiative in regional planning, establish- 
ing planning boards only as a way to obtain Federal funds, and even then only 
diligent action by Federal officials kept the planning movement alive. When 
the 1936 flood disaster struck the valley only 9 years after the 1927 flood, the 
States once more failed to reach an agreement on interstate flood control, until 
they were forced to combine by the ultimatum of Secretary Woodring. They then 
drafted a compact which failed to provide for an adequate flood-control program, 
one which the lower valley States condemned only 7 years later. Throughout 
this period, the States did nothing to harness the power potential of the valley, 
save for a single project in New Hampshire. 

The 1944 Flood Control Act has been hailed in the valley as a triumph for 
States’ rights, ushering in a new era when State governments would demonstrate 
they were at least as capable as the Federal Government of developing water 
resources. Actually, the record of the valley States since 1944 has been singu- 
larly unimpressive. Despite the impetus of the 1944 act the States dropped all 
efforts at a flood-control compact only a year later. They resumed their efforts 
in part out of fear of Federal action if they did not, and not until 1951 did they 
achieve an agreement, succeeding in getting a compact woefully inadequate 
and based on the antiquated approach of single-purpose development. 


After almost 30 years, the Connecticut Valley has an inadequate 
series of dikes and a few reservoirs protecting slightly more than 5 
percent of the watershed. 


Moreover— 
as I wrote in Flood Control Politics— 


the reservoirs which have been built are single-purpose dams, with no use for 
power or recreation or pollution abatement or other purposes at the present time. 
H. K. Barrows has estimated that the present, and proposed, flood-control system 
has cost, and will cost, twice as much as it should because the dams have failed 
to exploit the power potential of the basin. 

Mr. Reuss. May I ask who Barrows is? 

Dr. Leucurensure. Yes. He is a professor, now emeritus, at Mas- 
sachusetts Institute of Technology, who wrote the main report after 
the 1927 floods and has generally been regarded as the main technical 
expert on flood-control dams in New England. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 

Dr. Leucutrensure. To continue the quote: 

Not a single kilowatt of hydropower is generated at these dais; not a single 
home is lighted, nor a single wheel turned by electric power from these reservoirs. 
Instead of providing recreational lakes, which could be an important asset to the 
New England land economy, the Corps of Engineers has built dams of the retard- 
ing basin type. Nor do the reservoirs serve to curb pollution in the Connecticut 
Valley by regulating the flow of the river. 

Meanwhile, the Tennessee Valley States, where there was no storage 
control of any kind in 1933, have today the most complete system of 
flood protection in the country. 

Mr. Jones. In the world. 

Dr. LeucHTensure. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And I will say there is not a single dollar being invested 
by the Federal Government in relief from floods on the mainstem of 
the Tennessee River. There has never been since the TVA. Of 
course, I am not coming up here advocating that you all adopt a TVA, 
but what I am pointing out is that the maximum development of the 
river took place there, and therefore it gives an opportunity to the 
people themselves to work in cooperation with the Government to 
develop their resources without being molested by intermittent floods. 

Dr, Leucnrensure. I think on the point of the fact that there is 
not a penny being spent on flood relief in the Tennessee Valley, that 
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brings to mind that editorial in the Washington Post a few days ago, 
which pointed out that the New England States have not developed 
a flood-control system in part out of a fear that this would be socialis- 
tic, and the Post went on to point out that there is nothing less 
socialistic about Federal flood relief. You will have intervention by 
the Federal Government in one respect just as much as you will in the 
other. 

Mr. Jones. Since TVA has been built, Doctor, I have heard every- 
day about it being a socialistic enterprise. Before you can have a 
socialistic institution it must be fostered by socialists. I have looked 
high and low in that valley from one end to the other and I have not 
found a socialist yet. I have found a lot of Democrats and Republi- 
cans who believe in TVA, but none who are socialists. 

Mr. Reuss. On that point, I come from a city which has been 
governed by socialists and had a socialist mayor, with very few 
exceptions, since 1911, and all of our utilities there are private. 

Mr. Jones. We had better go to Milwaukee in a hurry, hadn’t we? 

You may proceed, Doctor. 

Dr. LeucHrensure. The same dams which protect the valley alse 
provide electric power, splendid recreational lakes, and other benefits 
in an integrated system of water control. The proof is in the pudding. 
It is Connecticut where men and women have lost their lives to the 
flood, not Tennessee; it is New England factories that have been 
invaded by floodwaters, not those of the Tennessee Valley; the people 
of Chattanooga today are safe—the people of Winsted are in mortal 
danger. 

There is an even more striking contrast in the field of hydroelectric 
power, where TVA has harnessed the waters of the valley at multi- 
purpose dams while the Connecticut Valley States have failed to 
develop important sites or to coordinate adequately what has been 
developed. New England pays the highest electric rates of any 
region in the country; rates in New England run nearly twice as high 
as those of utilities in the TVA area, and there is a sharp difference 
even when one makes adjustments for the differential in fuel costs. 
A Barre, Vt., family pays more than twice what a family pays in 
Decatur, Ala., for the same amount. Chattanooga can light a depart- 
ment store for less than half what it costs for the same amount of 
power in Lowell. Royal Little of Textron declared that if the cotton 
textile industry of the South had to pay New England rates, its power 
bills would be increased $27 million a year. 

Since power is so expensive, New England consumers use less elec- 
tricity than other sections of the country. Vermont uses less than half 
as much per capita as the State of Tennessee. The average residential 
consumer in Chattanooga uses 4 or 5 times as much electricity as a 
New Englander. Power is not only expensive; at various times. it 
has been unavailable. So serious was the power shortage in the fall 
of 1947 that a destroyer escort had to be sent to Portland to provide 
electric power for towns in Maine. The Maine Public Service Co. 
had to ration power, and in Aroostook County, electric light gave way 
to candles and kerosene lamps. By February 1948, Governor Gibson 
considered invoking martial law in northern Vermont because of the 
power shortage. 

The whole tenor of the Commission report is to point to the TVA 
as a horrible example and to promise a new Jerusalem if the Hoover 
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policies are followed instead. If you look at the experience of the past 
20 years, I think you will find just the reverse is true—that the appli- 
cation of the philosophy of the Commission to this valley has had 
disastrous results, while the Tennessee Valley has experienced an 
industrial and spiritual renaissance. 

If New England carries out the Hoover policies much longer, I 
am afraid that it is likely to get washed away. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Reuss. 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to ask a question which takes off from your 
last sentence. It is a question which can call for a rather lengthy 
answer, and I know you have to make a train, so I do not ask you to 
extend yourself on it; but, what would you like to see New England 
do? What appeals to you as the outlines, at least, of a sound multi- 
purpose program which, among other things, will tend to prevent a 
recurrence of these tragic floods? 

Dr. Leucurensurc. I think the question is in part what is polit- 
ically feasible. I think what I would like to see is a regional authority 
established that would embrace not merely the Connecticut Valley, 
but all of the Northeast. That is something that would probably em- 
brace the river basins of New England and extend through New York, 
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, and would be part of an interconnected 
power grid which would be tied into Niagara and St. Lawrence 
power as well. 

I think the political likelihood of achieving that at the moment 
seems to be rather dubious. I would hope as a temporary move one 
might constitute an interagency committee for the Connecticut Valley, 
so that the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agri- 
culture and the Federal Power Commission would be brought in with 
the Corps of Engineers for the determination and administration of 
the resources of the Connecticut Valley. 

I would hope also we would abandon the attempt to make very much 
use of this Hoover Commission report and would return to the useful, 
and i think exceptionally well done from a technical point of view, 
report of President Truman’s Commission on Water Resources 
Policy. 

But I would finally say quite frankly that given the policies that the 
Eisenhower administration has followed not merely in water re- 
sources, but in almost every other field of conservation, and judging 
from recent and tentative appointments that continue to follow, I 
see nothing short of a political solution for this problem. So long 
as theEisenhower administration is in office, or so long as it continues 
to follow its present policies, I do not see very much hope for any 
drastic remedy in terms of improvement of the position of water 
resources in the country. 

Mr. Kevss. Just one more question. In this rather larger ultimate 
and perhaps prophetic program that you suggest of the regional 
overall agency, in addition to power and flood control what if any 
purposes would it serve ? 

Dr. Leucurensure. I would hope it would be concerned with 
water pollution, soil conservation, and the development of recrea- 
tional lakes; and at least in an advisory function it would be con- 
cerned with those kinds of projects concerned with education and 
economic stimulus of the region which the TVA has carried on so 
successfully. 
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Mr. Reuss. Would you envisage that such an ultimate organization 
would work by means of upstream watershed control as well as by 
larger downstream dams? 

Dr. Leucutrensure. Yes. I think it is exceptionally important, 
especially in an area like New England. I think the character of the 
recent floods suggests that. You have to control the small streams 
and start with controlling them as far back as possible. A program 
based simply on dikes, even when they tie in with flood-control reser- 
voirs, will not be adequate. You have to bring in reforestation, soil 
conservation, and upstream-control programs. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Doctor, do you recall the flood we had in Kansas and 
Missouri in 1951? 

Dr. LeucHTensure. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. The loss there was in excess of $1 billion. Congress 
appropriated $35 million in flood relief. Then, as a result of the 
flood, a great debate commenced as to whether there would be little 
dlams or big dams. Consequently, they have nothing. 

Any time they have unusual rainfall they are going to have a 
recurrence of that kind of flood. 

As I understand you, what you are hoping to do is avoid a situation 
like that and come up with a comprehensive development of the water 
resources of the New England States. Is that correct? 

Dr. Leucnrensure. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I have cataloged about five items that are very practical 
problems we are going to ‘deal with. Of course, to accomplish the 

comprehensive development program we are going to have to realize 
that we must reduce these questions to their proper perspective if we 
are going to obtain development. 

1. It is going to be the contention that New England streams are 
unsuited for multipurpose dev elopment construc tion. 

2. There are other means of achieving the same results. Of course, 
that is always the story. 

Real or imagined injury to special interests. That is always 
a shins when you go into the upstream and downstream areas. 
The beneficiaries are the downstream people, and we folks upstrea 
get no benefits, so consequently if you ms mm an effective deve Sopa 
of a stream the economics of the situation are divisible, and we are 
going to look with disfavor on it, because if you get more out of it 
than I do we will not go along with it. Of course, there are the 
interests which feel that they have a greater interest in the project 
because of what they will personally benefit from it. 

4. There is the economic organization unadaptable to using the 
benefits for multipurpose development. When we make a march of 
progress we always make displacements of some economic conditions 
or economic situations. So we are like the fellow who manufactured 
buggy whips when the automobile came in. He cussed them, but we 

still have automobiles, and he is not manufacturing buggy whips. 

We are going to have to make plans for the orderly economic growth 
and development. 

5. The inadequate investigation of river-basin planning. Unless 
we have a sound and prudent scheme of development then we will not 
procure for the people in that area or for the Nation the full and 
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maximum opportunity for economic benefits that should come from 
the development of a project. 

So I want to hand you those things to think about, because they 
are real problems, and problems w hich you must face. 

I want tothank you. You have presented us with a splendid state- 
ment, and certainly it is one that has gone into these problems very 
thoroughly. 

Congressman Philbin, Congressman Boland, and Congressman 
Heselton have just come in. 

Our next witness will be Congressman Philbin, who served as chair- 
man of the Massachusetts delegation on the flood-prevention 
committee. 

Mr. Donohue has also just come in. 

We are more than delighted, gentlemen, that we could come up 
here and hold our hearings in this devastated area and talk about flood 
control. : 

In an earlier statement, Mr. Philbin, I expressed our deep sym- 
pathies to the people of Massachusetts, and our fervent desire to see 
at, the earliest opportunity that we make the necessary public works 
available, so that we will not have a recurrence of these tremendous 
floods which caused this great economic loss. I say that because this 
economic loss is more than a loss just to New England and the areas 
immediately surrounding it. It is a national problem and we envisage 
it as such. 

So I join you in addressing our efforts to and working on some 
solution of the problem. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Pumesr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. I heartily welcome you all to Massachusetts. We 
are very glad to see you here. We greatly appreciate your sympathy 
and the help we know you will extend us later on, when Congress 
reconvenes. 

I want to express our very deep gratitude for the opportunity that 
you have extended to me and my colleagues in the Congress, Repre- 
sentatives of the State of M: issachusetts, to present our views on water- 
resource problems that have arisen in our State and area as a result of 
recent disastrous floods that you all know of. 

Let me assure you I greatly appreciate the able attention and study 
which my good friend from Alabama, Mr. Jones, and all the members 
of your committee are giving to these questions. Since there are many 
witnesses to be heard today I will confine my own remarks as much 
as possible. 

Several other members of the flood prevention committee of our 
Massachusetts congressional delegation, of which I am chairman, all 
distinguished colleagues of ours in the House, are here present and 
desirous of presenting their views. 

I recognize that some of the problems connected with the flood may 
not ina strict sense fall under the jurisdiction of thiscommittee. How- 
ever, many of them are definitely relevant to your current studies on 
water resources and flood control and remedial measures which Con- 
gress may take at the next session. 
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I have in mind, of course, that the esteemed chairman of this com- 
mittee, Mr. Jones, is also a high-ranking and very valuable member 
of the House Committee on Public Works, and, in that capacity, is 
fully conversant with and very well informed on essential flood-con- 
trol projects throughout the Nation. 

Now it is hardly necessary for me to detail in extense the loss of life 
and damage to property caused by recent and repeated floods in your 
area. Great tropical storms swept over much of the Northeast, last 
August 19 and the week before last, pouring a deluge of heavy rain 
over the countryside for hundreds of miles. 

Rivers and their tributaries overflowed their banks, hundreds of 
small dams broke or overflowed; many people lost their lives; hun- 
dreds of homes were completely washed away; roads, bridges, public 
communications, water and sewer systems and business establishments 
and industries were destroyed or damaged in varying degrees; rich 
farmlands were gutted and covered with silt and debris. The en- 
suing destruction, havoc and distress were widespread. Our section 
was struck with cat aclysmic force. As yet, we are unable to estimate 
all the damage. Many communities were paralyzed and crippled, not 
only by the first storm, but by the second, which followed just a few 
days ago. 

I want to make it clear to the committee that all appropriate agen- 
cies of the Federal Government under the direction of our great 
President who flew from Denver to Bradley Field, Conn., personally 
to supervise relief and rehabilitation operations, have rendered a very 
great service to us and have extended valuable assistance. I will not 
take the time here to enumerate these cooperating agencies and the 
work they did, but without exception they worked together, with the 

ted Cross and with the State and local agencies, to restore public 
services, to bring order out of the chaos, to help get our economy back 
on its feet and, above all, to relieve human misery. They did wonder- 
ful work. We are all very grateful for these efforts—very, very 
grateful—even as we are mindful that a great deal of work of further 
relief, rehabilitation, and flood control must be accomplished before 
many stricken areas can return to normal, and before they can be 
given maximum protection against loss of life and property from 
devastating natural disasters in the future. 

Of all congressional districts in this State, I believe that the one 
I represent sustained the most serious damage here. Lives were lost; 
homes were carried away; people left homeless and industry and busi- 
ness sustained tremendous losses and damage. But there is hardly 
a section of our great State which was not affected and damaged in 
some way. Our “heighbors to the south, the people of Rhode Island 
and Connecticut, suffered greatly. The same is true of Pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, and New Y ork. The situation in our own State is indeed 
most difficult, and with humility and deepest respect for the chairman 
and members of this committee I would bespeak your consideration of 
“ following proposals: 

Immediate appropriations by Congress of adequate funds to pro- 
i with studies and construction of flood control projects already 
authorized, and wherever necessary, in the Connecticut River Basin, 
the Thames River Basin, the Housatonic River Basin, the Blackstone 
stiver: peste; has =a River Basin, the Naponset River Basin, the 
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Charles River Basin, the Merrimac River Basin, and in all the tribu- 
taries and branches of these stre: ams, including industrial and other 
smaller dams, which constitute so much of our water resources 
throughout the State of Massachusetts and New England. 

It is clear that we must have Federal flood control and we must have 
it as soon as possible. Delay will be fraught with grave possibilities 
of fresh disaster. Our flood committee, of which I am chairman, is 
studying many specific projects. The ‘entire situation is being re- 
viewed by the Army engineers and we propose to press for earliest 
possible action by the Congress so as to secure adequate protection 
against future floods. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Philbin, are the surveys “308” authorized projects? 

Mr: Putier. Yes, sir. There are some of them that are authorized 
projects and ready to go. Some of them need construction funds and 
some of them need funds for the completion of studies. 

2. A second proposal which has been widely discussed and which I 
Ww ould like to suggest at this time is the urgent ‘need for flood insurance 
and natural disaster insurance. Following the terrible Worcester tor- 
nado of 1953, which affected the district of our distinguished colleague, 
Mr. Donohue, I introduced in the Congress a number of bills seeking 
to cope, on a national basis, with great natural disasters. Among them 
was H. R. 6129. This bill would create a Government-owned corpora- 
tion to insure against all natural disasters such as floods, tornadoes, 
droughts, forest fires, earthquakes, hurricanes, and all disturbances and 
conditions of such impact and severity that it becomes necessary for 
the President to declare disaster areas in any part of the Nation. 

As you know, at present flood insurance or disaster insurance can- 
not be procured from private insurance companies because, under nor- 
mal insurance practices, its cost is prohibitive. Under the proposed 
bill the Government would reinsure disaster policies designed to cover 
every part of the United States against the ravages of all natural 
‘lisasters. 

We can take notice of the fact that these great natural disasters can 
and do strike, often like a bolt from the blue, at any time and at any 
place. 

I believe that, when they have had the opportunity to study this pro- 
posal in its entirety, that the private companies would be ‘willing to 
cooperate with the Federal Government in such an undertaking and 
would welcome a system whereby these oat periodic disaster losses 
could be insured with Government support. This insurance would 
not interfere in any way with current insurance coverages because it 
would not go into effect in any area until the President has declared 
anemergency. It would constitute an additional, valuable, ready Gov- 
ernment device for coping with great disasters. 

I would like to insert in the record, with your permission, the text 
of H. R. 6129. 

Mr. Jonrs. Without objection, it may be inserted in the record at 
this point. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Text oF H. R. 6129, INTRODUCED IN THE CONGRESS ON JULY 7, 1953, By UNITED 
STATES REPRESENTATIVE PHILIP J. PHILBIN OF CLINTON, MASs. 


A BILL Creating a Government-owned corporation to insure against certain disasters 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
af America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “National 
Disaster Relief Corporation Charter Act”. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby created a body corporate to be known as the “National 
Disaster Relief Corporation” (referred to in this Act as the “Corporation” ) which 
shall be an agency and instrumentality of the United States. 

Sec. 3. The Corporation shall have its principal office in the District of Colum- 
bia and may establish offices in such other places as it may deem appropriate in 
the conduct of its business. 

Sec. 4. (a) The objects and purposes of the Corporation shall be to provide 
through insurance, reinsurance, or otherwise, reasonable protection to all per- 
sons against loss of or damage to property, real or personal, which may result 
from a catastrophe determined by the President to be a major disaster for the 
purposes of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize Federal assistance to States 
and local governments in major disasters, and for other purposes”, approved 
September 30, 1950, as amended (42 U. 8. C. sees. 1855-1855g). 

(b) The Corporation shall establish, from time to time, uniform rates for 
each type of property with respect to which protection is made available under 
this Act, and, in order to establish a basis for such rates, the Corporation shall 
establish the average risk of loss on all property of such type in the United 
States. Such protection shall be available only to such property situated in the 
United States (including the District of Columbia) Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

(c) The Corporation may insure or reinsure in whole or in part any company 
authorized to do insurance business in any State of the United States which 
will directly insure any person against loss of or damage to property resulting 
from any catastrophe of the type which may be determined by the President 
to be a major disaster for the purposes of such Act of September 30, 1950, as 
amended, whenever in the opinion of the Corporation such insurance or rein- 
surance is required to protect property which it is authorized to protect, and 
such insurance or reinsurance cannot be obtained at reasonable rates or upon 
reasonable conditions from approved companies authorized to do insurance 
business in any State of the United States. 

Sec. 5. The Corporation shall have the following general powers in carrying 
out the objects and purposes set forth in section 4 of the Act— 

(1) to have succession until June 30, 1964, unless sooner dissolved by 
Act of Congress; 
(2) to adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal, which shall be judicially 
noticed ; 
(3) to adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws governing the conduct of its 
business, and the performance of the powers granted to by law; 
(4) to sue and be sued in its corporate name in any court of competent 
jurisdiction ; 
(5) to determine the character of and the necessity for its obligations 
and expenditures and the manner in which they shall be incurred, allowed, 
and paid, subject to the laws applicable specifically to Government cor- 
porations ; 

(6) to acquire, in any lawful manner, any property—real, personal, or 
mixed, tangible or intangible—to hold, maintain, use and operate such 
property ; and to sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of such property, whenever 
any of the foregoing transactions are deemed necessary or appropriate to 
the conduct of the activities authorized by this Act, and on such terms as 
may be prescribed by the Corporation; 

(7) to execute all instruments necessary or appropriate in the exercise 
of any of its functions; 

(8) to use in the United States mails in the same manner and under the 
same conditions as the executive departments of the Federal Government; 

(9) to settle and adjust claims held by it against other persons or parties 
and by other persons or parties against the Corporation ; 

(10) to appoint such officers, agents, attorneys, and employees as may be 
necessary for the conduct of the business of the Corporation; and to delegate 
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to them such powers and to prescribe for them such duties as may be deemed 
appropriate by the Corporation ; and 

(11) to take such actions as may be necessary or appropriate to carry 
out the powers and duties herein or hereafter specifically granted to or 
imposed upon it. 

Sec. 6. The Corporation, including its franchise, its capital, reserves, surplus, 
and income, shall be exempt from all taxation (which shall, for all purposes, be 
deemed to include sales, use, storage, and purchase taxes) imposed by the United 
States, or any Territory, dependency, or possession thereof, or by any State, 
county, municipality, or local taxing authority, except that any real property 
(or buildings which are considered by the laws of any State to be personal prop- 
erty for taxation purposes) of the Corporation shall be subject to State, Terri- 
torial, county, municipal, or local taxation to the same extent according to its 
value as other real property is taxed. 

Sec. 7. The Corporation shall be managed by a board of directors of the Corpo- 
ration to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, and to consist of five directors. The term of office of each member 
of the board of directors shall be five years except that the terms of office of the 
directors first taking office after the date of the enactment of this Act shall 
expire, as designated by the President at the time of appointment, one at the 
end of one year, one at the end of two years, one at the end of three years, one 
at the end of four years, and one at the end of five years, and whenever a vacancy 
shall occur in the office of director other than by expiration of term, the person 
appointed to fill such vacancy shall hold office for the unexpired portion of the 
term of the director whose place he is selected to fill. Any director may be 
removed by the President for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in 
office. Each director shall receive compensation at the rate of $17,500. No 
director shall engage in any business, vocation, or employment other than that of 
serving as a member of the board of directors. 

Sec. 8 (a) There is hereby created the “National Disaster Relief Fund” 
(referred to in this Act as the “Fund”) which shall be used by the Corporation 
as a revolving fund in the performance of the powers and duties granted to or 
imposed upon it by law. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,000,000 
to be allocated to such Fund. 

(b) Insurance premiums and any other revenues derived by the Corporation 
from its operations shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the Fund, and all moneys in the Fund not needed by the Corpora- 
tion for its current operations shall be invested in bonds or other obligations of 
the United States guaranteed as to principal and interest by the United States. 

Sec. 9. Section 101 of the Government Corporation Control Act is amended by 
inserting after ‘“‘Tennessee Valley Authority ;” the following: “National Disaster 
Relief Corporation ;”.) 


Mr. Putter. 3. Expansion of the Weather Bureau to permit and 
promote greater Federal participation in weather and climatic re- 
search by the establishment of an appropriate commission to make 
recommendations looking toward the accomplishment of this end. 

I have prepared a tentative draft of this proposed legislation and 
with your permission would like to insert it in the record. It contem- 
plates a long-range program of research, coordinated with Weather 
Bureau activities, to speed intensive study of weather problems and 
to inaugurate as early as possible more effective hurricane and storm 
warning systems, 

This is something, I think, that has been greatly needed in the 
Nation for a long time. As you all recall, Congress recently sub- 
stantially increased the appropriations for the Weather Bureau to 
amplify present services. However, I think that a much broader 
basis is required in order to integrate the gathering and dissemina- 
tion of information and forecasting of weather and climatic condi- 
tions. Such a system, if adopted, could very conceivably be used in 
coordination with civil defense and the armed services to warn our 
civilian population against approaching military attack. It would 
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also aid our farmers, our shipping, and air industries; and several 
other safety, scientific, and public purposes. 

4. I also think that the Congress will have to strengthen and ex- 
pand our machinery for disaster relief and rehabilitation. For one 
thing, it should be more closely coordinated in the Federal Govern- 
ment and with the State and local communities. It should be put on 
a permanent basis. We should have some permanent organization 
for coping with these great national disasters. 

Futhermore, I : seriously doubt that situations of such magnitude 

‘an be satisfactorily handled by Government loans alone. Many peo- 
ple have lost their homes, but are still saddled with mortage debt on 
nonexisting property. As a practical matter, they cannot possibly 
undertake “farther staggering debt on new hones because, even if it 
could be negotiated, it would snow them under financially, and it in 
unfair to American citizens so grievously afflicted to give them the 
feeling that they are objects of charity. 

Many worthy businessmen employing our citizens are in the same 
predicament. The Small Business Administration has done a fine 
job under its present authority. But many businesses wrecked by 
floods cannot survive under the burdens of heavy additional debt. 
Some consideration must be promptly given to the equitable and 
humane problems of putting these groups into the status quo ante— 
the position they were in before disaster struck them. 

if proposals are to be adopted on a large scale calling for huge 
Government funds for relocating entire communities—and such pro- 
posals are already under serious study by high-ranking Federal of- 
ficials—the problem of rendering adequate financial aid to those who 
desire to remain in their present location in order to save them 
harmless should also be carefully appraised. 

These losses are far beyond the resources of individuals, or the 
State and local government. They will require the substantial assist- 
ance of the Federal Government. 

That will be costly. That will be very costly in this instance and 
in other instances that may arise in the future. But so is foreign 
relief and aid, so are agricultural subsidies, so are great public 
projects in other sections of the Nation. The stricken people of the 

eastern seaboard who contribute so much in taxes to the Treasury 
are also entitled to the generous help and assistance of the Federal 
Government. I most respectfully urge that you carefully consider 
our plight and take every measure you can to assist us with re- 
habilitation and in safeguarding our area and every other area of the 
Nation, as well as it is possible for Congress to do, against: the 

‘avages of great natural disasters. 

In conclusion, let me simply say this: Our need is very great, my 
friends. We have been sorely stricken, almost beyond description. 
Our own people have responded with extraordinary courage, resource- 
fulness, and compelling determination to try to reestablish their homes, 
their industries, and their communities. But if ever we needed it, we 
now need the sympathetic help and assistance of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to ward off the effects of these disastrous floods and to set up 
adequate safeguards against possible future visitations of great 
natural disasters, so unpredictable in their advent and point of attack, 
and so paralyzing and devastating in their consequence. 
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If this fine committee of the House, comprised of able, esteemed 
colleagues from other sections of the country, working so diligently 
and intelligently under the leadership of our energetic, genial, and 

capable friend, the distinguished gentleman from Alabama, can help 
us in any way to realize the objectives i in this field which we in Massa- 
chusetts feel must be so urgently, diligently, and vigorously pur- 
sued, then we will indeed be very grateful. 

Let me thank you all, Mr. Chairman, for bearing with me and 
giving your valuable time in coming here to conduct “these hearings, 
which are so very interesting to us, and, most of all, for your sin- 
cere and sympathetic consideration of our very serious problems. 

And now, with your permission, I should like the honor of present- 
ing to you our distinguished colleagues. 

Mr. Jones. Before you do that, I first want to say you are always 
the best advocate for your cause. You speak with the voice of 
authority. 

Your first contention is that we proceed with an adequate flood- 
control program and with capital investments to see that remedial and 
protective works or dams, or whatever else is necessery, be accom- 
plished toward developing a comprehensive flood- control system and 
that it be pursued, and pursued immediately. 

Mr. Puiterin. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Point No. 2 is insurance—flood insurance and tornado 
insurance and insurance for damages arising out of great natural 
disasters. 

Mr. Pumpin. Which is a little broader than flood insurance as such. 

Mr. Jones. You recall the Hoover Commission task force made that 
recommendation that we adopt a system or a program of national in- 
surance such as you have described in your presentation. It was not 
adopted by the Hoover Commission for recommendation. It is not 
contained in their recommendations, but Mr. Truman, when he was 
President, submitted a proposal to the C ongress for such insurance. 
Also Mr. Eisenhower is intending to present to the Congress a similar 
proposition. 

Therefore, even though we do not have before us a recommendation 
of the Hoover Commission, the task force makes that recommendation, 
which is to be found in pages 1261 through 1267 in volume 3 of the 
task force report. 

The conclusion of the task force in the last sentence is that— 

Flood insurance would provide the means whereby those on the flood plain 
would share the major burden of their damage, and would thereby also provide 
a check on heedless occupancy of flood-hazard lands. 

Have you given any thought to that kind of proposition? 

Mr. Prirein. I think the proposal I make is perhaps somewhat 
broader in that it would go beyond floods and insure against other 
natural disasters, as I have termed it—tornadoes, droughts, floods, 
fires, and earthquakes, or any of the great disturbances that are so 
severe in their impact as to require a declaration of emergency by the 
United States, and so severe as to require declaring any area in the 
country a disaster area 

I think you gentlemen will give very careful consideration to that 
proposal. 
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Mr. Revss. I would like to thank you, Congressman Philbin, for the 
very able presentation you have given us. I know that I,asa C ongress- 
man from Milwaukee, appreciate the deep thought that has gone into 
this problem by the entire Massachusetts delegation. I can say right 
a although I do not believe my district has identical problems, that. 

I am fully prepared to look upon this as a national problem and to give 
sympathetic consideration to the kind of program which you have so 
ably presented. 

I would hope out of the recent Massachusetts tragedy and out of 
the thought that you men and women have given this, that a construc- 
tive program will go forward at the next session of Congress. 

Mr. Putten. Thank you very much. Coming from one of the 
ablest young Members of the House, I am very much gratified to have 
your assurance of support in this matter. Thank you very much. 

I would like to present now Mr. Heselton, who represents the First 
District, and as you know, is one of our outstanding Members from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Jones. I am always glad to have you, Mr. Heselton. I remem- 
ber in my first term in C ongt ‘ess you were talking about getting some 
more fuel in New England. to keep the home fires burning, and you 
were able to obtain a fuel supply for the eastern section of the North- 
eastern States as a result of that. I am sure with the same persever- 
ance that you manifested then, you will be able to persuade the Con- 
gress to give you whatever is necessary. 

It is good to have you, John. 

Before proceeding further, without objection, we will include at 
this point in the record the preliminary draft of legislation mentioned 
by Mr. Philbin. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


PRELIMINARY DRAFT 


THE PHILBIN BILL TO CREATE A FEDERAL DISASTER RESEARCH COMMISSION TO OFFER 
ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR THE NATION AGAINST HURRICANES, FLOODS, TORNADOES, 
AND OTHER METEOROLOGICAL DISASTERS THROUGH AN ACCELERATED PROGRAM OF 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That there is hereby created a Federal Disaster 
Research Commission, hereinafter referred to as the Commission, to be composed 
of the Chief of the United States Weather Bureau, the Secretary of Defense, 
the Director of Defense Mobilization, the Administrator of Civil Defense, the 
Director of the Office of Scientific Research and Development, the Chairman 
of the Federal Communications Commission, the president of the American Red 
Cross, the chairman of the National Science Foundation, and the president of the 
American Meteorological Society, to direct and supervise, under suc hWculations 
as it may adopt, a program of research to provide maximum possible protection 
for the Nation against hurricanes, floods, tornadoes, and other meteorological 
and natural disasters. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Commission shall institute an immediate program of basic 
research involving the determination of all the physical attributes of hurricanes 
and tornadoes, their behavior, development of scientific theories and their proof, 
and the collection and use of data already obtained by various Federal agencies. 

(b) The Commission further shall institute a program of applied and de- 
velopment research to provide methods of forecasting, detection, and tracking 
of tornadoes and hurricanes. 

(c) The Commission shall study the development and utilization of an effec- 
tive, early warning system to function in the case of hurricanes, tornadoes or 
any type of situation with disastrous possibilities. The Commission shall 
further study the feasibility of integrating such warning systems into existing 
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national and civilian defense warning networks to forecast approaching atomic 
air attack. 

Sec. 3. The said Commission shall have an Executive Director, who shall be 
selected by the Commission. The Executive Director of the Commission shall 


receive compensation at the rate of $20,000 per annum and shall be a recog- 
nized meteorological authority. 

Sec. 4. The Executive Director of the Commission is authorized to requisition 
from existing Federal agencies, on behalf of the Commission, and to assign such 
professional and clerical staffs as may be deemed necessary and practicable. 

Sec. 5. For the implementation of this act, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of not more than $5 million. 


Mr. Jones. You may proceed, John. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. HESELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Hesevron. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
Reuss, and my good colleague, Congressman Boland. 

First let me say that the four of us who were named to the sub- 
committee in September when the delegation had its general meeting 
here, will speak for the committee. May I express the regret of Mr. 
W igelesworth and Mrs. Rogers that they were not able to be here 
personally. I know they would join in welcoming the committee to 
Massachusetts, and join in the recommendations “Mr. Philbin made 
and which I do too. I believe the matters that he has brought up and 
discussed so ably are matters which must be considered by the next 
Congress early and thoroughly. As a matter of fact, Mr. Boland and 
I for some time have been working on a proposal in the field of dis- 
aster insurance which we hope to have r sady before Congress con- 
venes, which will probably differ in some detail from the proposal 
which is already in existence and sponsored by Senators Saltonstall 
and Kennedy. 

I am sure that the question of broadening and strengthening the 
resources of the Weather Bureau is well worth the attention of Con- 
gress, and certainly Mr. Philbin has touched on a very human prob- 
lem, which is the question of those individuals who have suffered so 
severely and for whom there does not seem to be any actual means of 
relief, except such as can be furnished by the Red Cross. 

Mr. Jones. Does that plan follow in general the crop insurance 
idea ¢ 

Mr. Heseiron. On the disaster insurance I would assume we could 
learn a great deal and take advantage of the experience under the 
crop insurance program, and perhaps | others. 

Mr. Jones. The task force makes reference to a parallel situation 
in crop insurance. 

Mr. Heseiron. Yes, I think they do. My understanding is that 
those who have interested themselves in the problem are most anxious 
to cooperate, not only with the proper Government agencies, but with 
the industry itself. “Of course, we in New England do have very able 
representatives of the private insurance industry, and it is with that 
in mind that many of us have attempted to try to cooperate in terms 
of bringing to the Congress proposals which will be in line with a 
satisfactory and constructive program. I personally want to be 
extremely brief because it would be repetitious of me to restate 
what Mr. Philbin, our chairman, has so well stated. 
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May I say that the members of this subcommittee know that many 
communities and individuals in Massachusetts suffered heavy losses 
during the hurricane flood in August. In a number of instances the 
same communities and individuals were further injured by additional 
losses during the second flood this month. 

The Massachusetts congressional delegation, starting with its first 
meeting in September, has been making and will continue to make 
every possible effort to be of assistance to the Commonwealth and 
to all of those communities and individuals in this State who have 
been affected by this. 

The delegation has been working continuously in an effort to pro- 
vide in the next session of Congress the most adequate flood control 
system that can be devised. I am very happy that the Governors 
of our 6 States, with no reference whatsoever to any partisanship, 
because we have 3 Republicans and 3 Democrats, have unanimously 
submitted a recommendation to the Bureau of the Budget and Presi- 
dent in line with that. 

The First Congressional District, which I represent, north and 
west of here, is vitally interested in such a flood control system. 
Losses in this district because of these floods have been very great. 
I hope Congress will do everything in its power early in the next 
session to insure that such losses, so far as anyone can humanly 
insure them, will not occur again. 

We want, and I honestly believe we have a right to expect, that 
the recommendations of the New England Governors, and any further 
recommendations by the New England congressional delegation, which 
I feel certain the New England congressional delegation will have 
ready before the next session, will have the full support of this able 
subcommittee and of the other committees of Congress having juris- 
diction over such programs, and of the Congress itself. 

May I repeat, it is a very real pleasure to see you two gentlemen 
here. I only wish you had time enough to visit some parts of this 
beautiful State. We in western Massachusetts think we have as 
lovely an area perhaps as we have in the country. You did miss 
some fall foliage, but I hope you have the time for us to show you some 
of it. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Heselton. 

Mr. Puriern. I would like to present now my able friend from 


Springfield, Mr. Boland. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Botanp. I listened this morning to the statements of my col- 
leagues and those interested in the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. C ongressman Philbin stressed the point that the New 
England delegation, and particularly the Massachusetts delegation, 
resolved when it sat down to determine what should be done to help 
the devastated area. It has been the contention of the Massachusetts 
delegation in the Congress that we can provide for a better flood- 
control program if the general overall flood-control program which 
has been developed by the Cor ps of Engineers were adopted by the 
Congress, and if more moneys were available for appropriation. 
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The particular statement of Congressman Heselton indicates the 


wall 
New England Governors Conference Committee recommended reser- > bers 
voirs to cs constructed. All of those reservoirs have been authorized > and 
by the Congress. Some of the recommendations he will make and ) mo 
some of the recommendations made by the New England delegation 4 I 
in the Congress will call for authorization of projects which have not ; you 
been passed by the Public Works Committee up to now. It is our hope ) pro 
in the next session of Congress to get authorization and, as Congress- you 
man Heselton indicated, particularly of one in this area in the vicinity res) 
of Westfield, the Littleville Dam on the Middle Branch of the West- | bef 
field River. That has been giving us difficulty in our major floods , = ser 
since 1927. con 
The Littleville Reservoir will alleviate the problem of floods in ' Bo 
the city of Westfield, a thriving community to the west of us, and a ; 
community which has been very seriously affected by both the August wil 
19 flood and the flood of a week or so ago. ; vis 
It is our contention and that of the Corps of Engineers that the ; ; 
construction of the flood-control reservoir in that area will solve the da 
problem which now visits Westfield whenever a major flood occurs. na 
That is all I have to say on this matter this morning. I would los 
prefer to sit here and listen to others who will take up in more detail thi 
the phases of the Hoover Commission report. scl 
As you have indicated in your statement, it concerns more than fre 
just flood control, but concerns irrigation, navigation, power, and 
reclamation. Those are matters in which New England is, of course, ye 
interested, and I as a member of the New England delegation am we 
interested in hearing some of the arguments that other proponents CO 
have. th 
Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Boland. I assure you we are de- pe 
lighted to have you. w 
You know, Congressman Boland is a member of the Appropria- ou 
tions Committee and we expect to make several visits with him from fc 
time to time. He is the fellow who has the money, Congressman tk 
Philbin. We have to go to him to get these projects under way. ri 
Mr. Puiern. We are very proud of Congressman Boland and know ti 
he always does a wonderful job. 
Mr. Jones. We will join with you in trying to persuade Congress 3 a 
to make ample appropriations to see that an excellent development 
of the water resources takes place. i fl 
Mr. Putten. We will be very thankful of that. i v 
Now our friend, Congressman Donohue, who represents the fourth ; v 
district. c 
Mr. Jones. We are glad to see you here, Mr. Donohue. i t: 
‘ 
STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE, A REPRESENTATIVE k 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS e 
a 
Mr. Donouve. Mr. Chairman, your colleague on the Subcommittee é 
on Water Resources and Power of the Committee on Government Op- ; 
erations, might I just say it is a real privilege and pleasure to be able 
to extent my greetings to you on the occasion of your visit here to ; 


our State. 
Appreciating the heavy burdens on your committee, observing the 
large number of municipal officers, business representatives, and others 
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waiting here to present their testimony, and knowing that we Mem- 
bers of Congress will have ample opportunity to consult with this 
and other committees, I do not desire to intrude long upon you this 
morning. 

I would like to thank this subcommittee for the personal interest 
you are demonstrating by your appearance here in our regional water 
problems, particular ly the flood-control problem, and congratulate 
you on the energy you are exhibiting in fulfillment of your legislative 
responsibility. It is a real pleasure for me to appear even briefly 
before a subcommittee of the parent committee upon which I once 
served and I am, therefore, very well aware of the extraordinary 
competence and ability of the distinguished chairman, Congressman 
Bob Jones of the great State of Alabama. 

You are here, of course, primarily in recognition of and sympathy 
with the tragic ‘results of the double disaster of floods that have been 
visited up on ‘this area within the space of 3 months. 

The aftermath of these flood disasters in loss of life, property 
damage, lost employment and lost business is staggering to the imagi- 
nation. Precise figures may never be established, but the financial 
losses are unquestionably in the billions. The family tragedies 
through the loss of loved members can never be erased from our con- 
sciences if we do not take immediate reasonable steps to prevent death 
from striking our people in this manner again. 

The recent flood visitations, and our experience over the last few 
years with sudden and violent hurricane storms, have prompted 
weather experts to advise that apparently permanent changes have 
come in the upper air currents affecting this region and we are now in 
the path of hurricanes. It would seem wise then for us to act in ex- 
pectation that, unfortunately, more and more of these terrors of nature 
will strike the North Atlantic seaboard instead of blowing themselves 
out over the ocean. We must wisely act in expectation of and, there- 
fore, in damage protection of physical disasters of the magnitude of 
the floods which formerly ravaged annually the valleys of such great 
rivers as the Ohio and Mississippi and which caused untold destruc- 
tion along such untamed rivers as the Yellow in China each year. 

Unfortunately, the comparative evidence of such destruction from 
our recent floods is still all around us today. 

A practical and sensible look at the path and pattern of this terrible 
flood damage makes it convincingly clear that the control and pre- 
vention problem is not local or statewide, but regional. It would be 
worse than useless for each community to attempt to set up their own 
control and protection measures without realization of and relation 
to the problems of their neighboring communities and States. The 
vital and imperative need of ‘effective 1 ‘egional coordination must not 
be overlooked in trying to solve our over: all flood problem. The Gov- 
ernors of New England have very deeply appreciated this necessity 
and should be complimented for the harmony and unity in which they 
are working together on this matter for the common welfare of all our 
people. 

One does not then have to be a technical engineer to observe that the 
first requisite is a survey of the needs of the whole region upon which 
may be based a coordinated plan to prevent, so far as is humanly 
possible, a repetition of the deaths and destruction that have followed 
in the wake of these previous disasters 
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Now, the New England Governors’ Conference recently agreed 
upon a ‘comprehensive 1 regional flood control program at an estimated 
cost of between 35 and 50 million dollars and have requested the co- 
operation of the President, through Executive action and recom- 
mendations to Congress, in obtaining that amount of Federal funds 
to accomplish the program. The great majority of the people of New 
England are aroused with intense interest in and support of this pro- 
posed flood control program and recommendation. 

The people of New England have never evidenced any desire to 
be simple wards of the Federal Government nor are they so doing 
now. They have always contributed more than their full share both 
in lives and material resources to the Feder al Government for the 
general national benefit. It is only and truly in recognition that this 
regional problem affects the w hole national welfare that they are ask- 
ing Federal assistance. Our people can be counted upon now, as 
alw ays, to exhaust the limits of their own initiative and resources in 
helping to solve their own problems. 

In my opinion, the modern history of congressional action in rela- 
tion to the water resources of this country clearly 1 reveals the contin- 
uing congressional conviction and intent that our water resources 
should be. developed in a manner to assure their greatest contribution 
to the national economic growth, strength, and general welfare. 

In pursuit of that policy and intent the Congress has repeatedly 
demonstrated their belief that in any regional water-control problem 
the Federal Government should assume a major share of responsi- 
bility when Federal participation or initiative is necessary to safe- 
guard the national interest or to accomplish broad regional objectives 
of national import, where projects, because of size or complexity or 
potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means or the 
needs of local communities and private enterprise. Within these 

rinciples of Federal Government activity, I believe the great regional 
New England water-control problem lies, and the Federal Govern- 
ment must, with promptness, assume their moral, patriotic, and finan- 
cial obligation i in granting assistance for the solution of the problem. 

This Government and country has granted, in Christian generosity, 
untold billions of needed aid to desperate people in foreign lands, 
and as a Christian Nation we can be modestly proud of such action. 
It is, at the very least, a gamble on the side of God. However, the 
willing and patriotic taxpayers of our own country have a prior and 
predominant claim on the resources of the country, and it will be a 
national disgrace if the imperative and immediate needs of this flood- 
ravaged region are not provided for with full Federal assistance 
before disaster may strike again. 

In that respect, and for the few small voices of prejudiced interest, 
it may be philosophically beneficial to point out that there is about 
as much of any socialistic tint to the granting of Federal aid for flood 
prevention as there is about the current Federal aid being given to 
the tragic victims of these terrible floods. 

I thank the committee again for their sympathy and interest in our 
people. I know that you will give this problem your intense’ study 
and I hope you will recommend within your jurisdiction that the 
Federal aid requested by the New England Governor’s Conference 
be granted to this region at the earliest “possible moment. 
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Mr. Jones. Mr. Donohue, I have a great deal of interest in the loss 
of life and loss of property because I believe that our economy is 
indivisible. The prosperity of New England means the prosperity 
of the region where I come from, and conversely a great loss here is 
also a great loss to us. So it is a national problem and not just a local 
problem, and therefore the Federal Government should address itself 
to bringing about the necessary expenditures so that we will not have 
a recurrence of these disasters. 

As proof of the fact that there is an enormous benefit from the 
$14 billion we have invested in similar projects, we see that they have 
arrested floods and have brought about a development of our water 
resources. All that is proof that they have been wise and prudent 
investments. 

So I want to assure you, as chairman of this subcommittee, and I 
know I speak for the full committee in saying it, that it is not a local 
problem, but it is a national problem. 

Mr. Dononve. Without your stating that I would recognize that 
that would be your way of thinking, having served with you down 
through the years, and having the privilege of an intimate association 
with you. I know of your sympathetic disposition for not only the 
people of New England, but the people of every section of our country. 
As you pointed out, what might happen here has a direct or indirect 
effect upon the rest of our economy. You have been in areas where 
these disasters have struck and in order fully to appreciate the effect, 
one has to be right on the scene, such as we were when the disaster 
struck in central Massachusetts, and when we saw industries dis- 
located. 

In the last disaster, down in the city of Woonsocket, 75 percent of the 
people engaged in industrial work were prevented from working for 
weeks. The same thing happened down inthe city of Putnam. Those 
are not people who are in the position of having large surpluses which 
could cushion them through such an event. As a general rule they 
were ordinary workers with large families. It will take time, perhaps 
a year or a year and a half, to get them back on their feet. Many of 
the industries as a result of having lack of insurance will never open 
their doors again, and as you say, it curtails the purchasing power of 
this area, which has an indirect effect upon our entire economy. 

That is why I join with my colleagues and join with the recom- 
mendation of your committee and of our committee here that imme- 
diate steps be taken to prevent these flood disasters in the future. 
Likewise, that immediate steps be taken to develop our Weather Bu- 
reau’s facilities so that we can be forewarned in the event that these 
things approach our area. 

¥ think that the strongest recommendation that should be considered 
is the matter of insurance. I think, as I have said before, that the 
Federal Government is subsidizing so many segments of our economy, 
that certainly if we can do it to insure against war risks, and crop 
losses, and the hazards of unemployment, then certainly in the in- 
terests of humanity we can bring about legislation which will insure 
people against the results of these terrible disasters, such as hurricanes, 
tornadoes, and floods, and other things. 

Thank you again. It has been a real pleasure to have you with us. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. ; 

Are there any questions, Mr. Reuss or Mr. Boland ? 
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Mr. Pumpin. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Wigglesworth is over- 
seas. He would be here otherwise. He is overseas on official busi- 
ness and not expected to come back for a week or so. Our distin- 

uished gentlelady and friend, Mrs. Rogers, has informed that she- 
owen before the end of the hearings to come here in person and 
present her views. 

Mr. Jones. Would you like at this point to have leave for any mem- 
ber of the delegation to file a statement ? 

Mr. Puizer. I should like very much to have unanimous consent 
of your committee to do this. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lane has a statement, I know. 

Mr. Puizern. And Mr. Speaker Martin, and Mr. Majority Leader- 
McCormack, and all of the other members of the Massachusetts dele- 
gation, should have consent to file their statements with the committee 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, that may be done. 

Mr. Puitern. I would like, in fact, to extend, at the suggestion of 
my colleague, Mr. Heselton, that privilege to the entire New England 
delegation. 

Mr. Jones. We will be glad to receive them. 

Mr. Puisrn. Again I want to thank you very warmly, you and 
your colleague who have come here this ong distance to hold these 
earings. We know by your presence here the intense interest you 
have and the sympathy you feel for our afflicted people, and the will- 
ingness to do everything you can to help out. I want you to know 
how deeply grateful we are for these manifestations. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Puitein. We hope you enjoy your stay here and we know it 
will be most fruitful ee helpful to the people of our area. 

Mr. Jones. The Chair has been reminded that Congressman Dodd 
is out of the country on official committee business and was not able 
to be here this morning. So the same opportunity will be afforded to 
Mr. Dodd to extend his remarks, because I know of his great interest 
in this matter. We have discussed it many times, and “I can assure 
you that he has a deep interest in the problem. 

Also Mr. Bates, who is out of the country on official business, has 
expressed his great interest in this matter and would like to be ad- 

vised of the latest developments. 

Our next witness is Mayor Daniel M. Brunton, of Springfiield 
Mayor Brunton. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Sumner Pike, chairman of the Maine Public Utili- 
ties Commission, representing Governor Muskie, of Maine. 


STATEMENT OF SUMNER PIKE, CHAIRMAN, MAINE PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 


Mr. Pre. It is good to be here. I have to apologize for Governor 
Muskie. He is in that queer position in New England of being the 
Democratic Governor with a wholly Republican council and legisla- 
ture. He has taken this week off to look over our State institutions 
and his schedule is so filled that he could not get here. I am very sorry 
for that. 

Mr. Jones. I am sure you will be a good representative for the 
Governor. 
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Mr. Prxr. May I speak for the State of Maine for the moment ? 
Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 






Mr. Prxe. From a very selfish point of view the State of Maine is 


perhaps better protected against flood hazards than almost any other 
State, at least in the East or in the South. About 10 percent of its 
acreage is in lakes, which are scattered all over the State, and another 
10 percent is in swamps, which sop up heavy rains. Our only trouble 
with floods ordinarily is that during the spring breakup season, when 
ice jams form and sometimes back up the water behind these im- 
promptu dams, then when they let go it is pretty bad. We did not 
get harmed by either of these two catastrophes this fall. As a matter 
of fact, we are a little interested in water up there now. 


A year ago we got a pretty good workout from both Carol and Edna. 


We suffered considerable damage. However, an analysis of that dam- 
age shows almost all that we suffered was due let us say to faulty judg- 
ment or underestimation. Our damages largely were to roads and 
railroads caused by inadequate culverts and by faulty planning. 


I believe that the most frequently flooded place in the State to the 


best of my knowledge is the United States post office in Augusta, 
which juts out into the Kennebec and gets its feet wet any time there 
is any more than a gentle rain. 


From a selfish point of view let me say we have 2 or 3 semiunique 


One of them is that we have two rivers which form a bound- 
ary in part and are susceptible of development for power. One of 
them, the St. John, which forms a boundary between Maine and Can- 
ada, rises in Maine and goes into the ocean through New Brunswick. 
A recently repealed and originally ill-conceived law not allowing us 
to export hydroelectric power has held back the development of that 
St. John Basin. 


There is an immense amount of power there. 


Mr. Jones. Has the Randolph bill been repealed ? 
Mr. Prxe. Yes,sir. It was repealed this spring. It was named for 


a governor and later Senator of Maine, who I think meant well, but 


he thought all of the industries would come running up there for 


cheap power, and they did not. 


There are two other things. Perhaps we have too many rivers in 
the country which start in the State and go out of the State for a short 
visit, clean, and come back into the State thoroughly polluted. That 
is the Androscoggin. We have also at the far eastern tip a problem 
which has been kicked around in the Congress for some 20 years and 
still bears a few scars, and it is in the Rules Committee of the House 


at the moment. 


Mr. Jones. That is a bad place to be. 
Mr. Prxe. Yes, sir. Whether Democratic or Republican, it is hard 


to get out of. 


Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prxe. That is the Quoddy Tidewater project, which is also on 
the international border and involves international relations. 

Mr. Jones. There was no study by the Hoover Commission report 


pointing that up. 


Mr. Prxr. No, sir. There was no reference, and I would like to 
mention it here, of tidewater power. There was no mention also of 


nuclear power. 


Having been on the Atomic Energy Commission of 


this country for over 5 years, I felt that the report was quite inade- 


quate in its failure to mention atomic power. 


There is, as you prob- 
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ably know, under consideration and under negotiation with the Com- 
mission a very large powerplant to be placed in western Massachusetts. 
That, of course, will be only the first of many nuclear plants that will 
be proposed and probably built in this area, which is cursed with very, 
very high fuel costs. 

Mr. Jones. Is it within transmission distance of the rapids section 
of the St. Lawrence River? 

Mr. Pixe. It stretches it a good deal to bring us within the St. 
Lawrence. It probably is not a very good economical transmission. 
We have up in the St. John in cooperation with Canada, and New 
Brunswick, of whose cooperation we can be quite sure—we have been 
the boys playing dog in the manger for some 4 or 5 years—more 
power, with that and ‘Quoddy, if Quoddy proves to be economical and 
if we can ever get that bill out of the Rules Committee so that we 
can get a decent estimate on it—we have probably more power than 
northern New England and New Brunswick together can use for 
possibly a generation. 

So our problem i in Maine is very different from those in the rest of 
the New England States. That is from the selfish point of view. 

Now if anyone questions that the disasters which have struck the 
western portion of this State and the States adjoining it in the last 
several weeks have had their effect on other parts of the country— 

I do not mean to be facetious, but as late as yesterday the New York 
i imes was not delivered in Maine, and you know what a disaster that 

‘an be. Our railroads have not been running on schedule. The New 
ro is still pretty much tied up. Our freight coming in and going 
out is delayed. Those are not great things and are nothing compared 
to the disaster that we have had in the southern and western part of 
the State, but it shows the interruption to an economy which occurs 
in what one thinks of as a local disaster. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Pike, on examination of the records on attempting 
to develop the water resources of the New England States, we find 
a pattern of disagreement between the upstream people and the down- 
stream people. In an attempt to resolve those differences, very little 
progress has been made; even though they are keen about it, they still 
are not able to do it. Do you think there is any possibility ‘of accom- 
plishing that ? 

Mr. Prxe. There will be an awful turnover in attitude. We have 
been, I think, rather unwise in allowing our prejudices to stand in the 
way of our best interests for quite a while. 

Mr. Jones. Do you not think, if you are going to have an orderly 
development of these resources, that it has to “be undertaken as a 
basinwide proposition 

Mr. Prke. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Rather than catch-as-catch-can, like building a house 
without an architect? 

Mr. Prxe. Could I have worked with Dave Lilienthal for 5 years 
without getting that idea? 

Mr. Jones. He is a pretty good authority. 

Mr. Prxe. He is a pretty good man and has done a wonderful job 
in the TVA. 

Mr. Jones. He is doing a wonderful job for a lot of — through- 
out the country. He is not with the Government, but as I understand 
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it, he is considered an outstanding authority with foreign govern- 
ments in their research work. 

Mr. Pre. I know they are keeping him pretty busy and it cheered 
me to know he has finally got that wolf staved off from the door, which 
was awfully close to him all the time we worked in the Government. 

I think we ought to be very clear that the direct, selfish, narrow 
interests of the upstream and downstream people often do conflict. 
Those narrow interests should be overridden in the public interest. I 
will give you some examples. 

Mr. Jones. What actual conflicts are there, Mr. Pike? 

Mr. Pixr. Well, deforestation has had something to do with it. We 
don’t have so much of that now, but we did have an awful lot of it 
where they had complete freedom in cutting off our forest cover. If 
you have that it usually softens up the impact of a flood. That is 
usually an upstream thing, around the headwaters. 

Mr. Jones. Where you provide storage for dams. 

Mr. Pre. Yes, sir. And it runs off very, very slowly. Of course, 
we are hampered by history here to some extent. I was going over an 
1836 report and an 1867 report on the water power of Maine. The 
Governor only told me Friday that I was going to come down to repre- 
sent him, so I had to do my ene ork in a hurry. 

Two things were very clear at that time. First they had no elec- 
tricity ied ai chtheiash tote term nates power. The whole reason for 
building dams on the upper waters was not to decrease floods, but to 
increase floods, so that they could let the water go in the spring with 
a push and drive the logs down. The dams can be used to hold it bs ack, 
but the whole purpose of the upstream dams there was to send down 
a freshet on which the logs could ride. Some of those dams are still 
in existence. 

Also, they could not use a high head. It was very interesting to 
see how they figured using the water at Rumford Falls and at Lewis- 
ton and Waterville. About 20 to 25 feet was as much as they could 
handle with the machinery they had there. There were some very 
good sites in the Androscoggin and Kennebec that were deliberately 
designed with a 20- foot drop, and they now exist as vested interests 
of long standing. There is a real question as to whether under present- 
day costs it would pay to take them out and take the whole drop of 
the river. 

That is the historical handicap which we have, and I think it is 
very true throughout Massachusetts and Connecticut in greater or 
lesser measure. 

We would like to take a somewhat broader view than the one which 
our State, let us say in its own selfish interest, could take. I find in 
going through this Hoover Commission report 3 or 4 things that I 
object t to very much. It happens over a long period of time I have 
been in both private power from an operation and investment stand- 
point, and close to public power, especially when I was on the Atomic 
Energy Commission, where we set the boys to work at Paducah to 
see which one could build the best powerplant the quickest, which 

resulted in what has been quite unkindly called the Ebasco fiasco. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any recent figures to give us on the esti- 
mates of cost and the actual cost? 
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Mr. Prxer. I did have, Mr. Chairman, but 2 or 3 labor leaders are 

ail, and there ought to be more, and there ought to be some other 
faike 2 in jail too, but I have not heard about that. Those costs, in the 
one that Ebasco designed and started to build, ran inordinately high. 
Of course, I think you know they ran into one of the toughest union 
pictures there that there is in the country. That St. Louis area build- 
ing trades council has just been something for the book, and it has 
been for a long while. 

Mr. Jones. They didn’t cause the blowup when they started the 
boiler working ? 

Mr. Prxe. No. Not that one. But the real increase in cost was 
the delay and the interminable little nagging strikes. Oh, no. I think 
you could have bought four boilers and put them in for less than the 
cost of the delay in construction. Right through the Hoover report 
there is constant repetition of some of the more extreme claims of 
the private utilities. Also at the back of the book you have Congress- 
man Holifield’s report. 

I worked with Chet, as you know, on the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion for 5 years, and I think I know him quite well. He is likely to 
be not entirely calm, cool, and collected in his presentation, which 
took the other extreme. 

There is a certain degree of intolerance that goes through here. For 
instance, I see Senator McCarran’s pet peeve in one of the task force’s 
recommendations that TVA shall have to turn all of its receipts in and 
come back to Congress to get any money back. That was one of his 
perennial rows, where I think he was wrong and where I think this 
report is wrong. 

There is another one in here that after taking 2 or 3 potshots at 
the Army engineers—justified or not—they then recommend that 
all of these little upstream dams should be turned over to the Army 
engineers. I do not think we have heard from the Army engineers 
on the subject, but if my background of those folks is right I think they 
would be fast going over the horizon if it was suggested that they 
handle all of those little upstream trickle dams. 

Mr. Jones. It was the purpose of the Watershed Act of 1953 to vest 
that authority in the Soil Conservation Service, which was carrying 
out the soil management program. 

Mr. Prxe. That sounds more proper. 

Mr. Jones. To assist in the water problems on the arable land. 

Mr. Pree. In my humble opinion, it is not any job for the Army 
engineers, who are supposed to be military people, and pretty well 
used to harbor and big river work. 

Mr. Jones. Also an examination of the records will disclose that the 
cost of dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers would exceed the 
costs of those constructed by the Soil Conservation Service by some 
$12,000 on an average. 

Mr. Prxr. By and large they are not adapted for small things, and 
on things like that I do not believe they would operate economically. 
It is pretty highly organized, with quite a little hierarchy and over- 
head which is pretty high. I do disagree with it, and I would like to 
go on record as disagreeing with that recommendation. 
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Mr. Jones. What about recommendation No. 2, Mr. Pike? I will 
read the recommendation: 

That, without going into details, we recommend the creation of a water re- 
sources board upon the above basis. 

The water resources board is described commencing in the middle 
of the page. 

Mr. Pree. Yes; I see that, Mr. Chairman. You know what hap- 
pens when you create a board of largely Cabinet men. They all go 
to the first meeting. ‘Then they have a substitute go to the second 
one, and by the time a year or so has gone by they are 8 or 10 levels 
down from where they started. Some boy in the office goes, or more 
likely the thing does not work. It is like the convenient solution by 
which we have pretty near killed several of our Presidents—leave it 
up to the President himself. That idea is no good. 

Mr. Jones. One of the chief aims of the Hoover Commission task 
force was to reduce bureaucracy and now we create another super- 
structure. 

Mr. Prxe. I have been on 2 or 3 of those things. They don’t meet, 
and if they do meet they don’t do any good. That is no way to do 
anything like this. 

Have people who can devote time and attention to it, and when 
something does come up, call the attention of the proper people to it. 
You are not going to get Cabinet members to serve on any kind of a 
committee like that. You know that as well as I do. They just do 
not go. We have had trouble for quite a while getting Cabinet mem- 
bers to serve on the National Security Council. They were there, 
but they would not come to meetings. 

I would like to have this off the record. 

Mr. Jones. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Prxe. I made some very brief notes, but I guess I have not 
covered them very adequately. I do want to point out, while our 
situation is a little different and a little luckier, that we don’t take 
the attitude because we are a little luckier that we are not interested. 
This is a countrywide problem, and certainly a New England-wide 
problem. If, as may be the case, we are undergoing a fundamental 
change in climate, then those of us who think we were lucky last year, 
or were lucky this year, may be out of luck this year. 

I would hke to recommend highly, or second the recommendation 
made by the Congressmen, that more money be given to the Weather 
Bureau to be used more for fundamental research on what is happen- 
ing, and why; but also to get our warnings to us in reasonable time. 

his hurricane business is new for this section. I hope we have 
seen our last of them, but there is a lot of evidence to indicate that 
our whole weather climate is changing. Our crop line is moving 50 
to 100 miles north benefiting Canada and Russia. Practically every 
glacier in this continent except one that I know of is retreating pretty 
fast, and that one apparently is not retreating because it melted up- 
stream and kind of slipped its moorings, and the whole works is 
coming down. 
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The New England fishermen are going farther and farther north 
for the fish they want, and some of those they do not want are coming 
in to us, as well as some that we do want. The Greenland folks, 
who had never seen a codfish 50 years ago, are now making their 
living out of the codfish fisheries. There is real evidence that our 
climate is undergoing what is geologically an extremely rapid 
change. 

Many of us who think that because we have escaped up to today, or 
that we go off pretty easy, think we do not have to take an interest 
in these problems, I think are just fooling ourselves and making 
a mistake, which we have done for many, many years. 

Thank you. d 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Pike, what about recommendation No. 8? Would 
you like tocomment on that? It recommends: 

That Congress authorize a user charge on inland waterways except for smaller 
pleasure craft, sufficient to cover maintenance and operation, and authorize the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to fix such charges. 

Mr. Pixe. No, sir. I do not believe I do. It happens we have 
practically not much use of inland waters in this State except in log 
driving. I would love to see the reaction of our lumber and paper 
people if they were going to be charged for driving those logs down- 
river. We used to have a great many inland steamboats, of which 
by some quirk I seem to be in charge. There were hundreds of them. 
We now have one which two 18-year-old kids run on one of our lakes. 
We had to dig up our examinations last year so we could give them 
the test, and we thought we could flunk them. However, they passed 
with 95 percent each. 

That water transportation disappeared in the East, Mr. Chairman. 
There is nothing but pleasure and log driving transportation. 

Mr. Jones. What about port developments? 

Mr. Pr«e. Our national policy has been, as against that of other 
governments, not to charge port fees and not to charge lighthouse 
fees, and generally speaking to go ahead and develop our ports at 
Federal expense. I think the first one that I knew of that Tora til 
from that was when we put the canal up the Neches River from Port 
Arthur to Beaumont in 1919, and we did the same thing at Houston, 
when they built the ship canal up Buffalo Bayou. But by and large 
they do not charge usage taxes on those things. They have a pilot 
tax coming into New York Harbor, but the pilots association gets it 
and not the Government. 

I do not believe it follows. Maybe it does. It would mean a real 
change in national policy, and I don’t think I am in favor of it. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, you agree with George Washington 
that there is some responsibility of the Federal Government 

Mr. Prix. A pretty good authority, Mr. Washington. 

Mr. Jones. For trade and commerce. 

Mr. Pixe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So this would even be a change in the philosophy of 
George Washington on developing navigation ? 

Mr. Prxe. It is kind of interesting when you talk about. free enter- 
prise. This section used to have a lot of boats when the Government 
started. One of the first things the Government did was to set up 
bonuses for going fishing, when we tried to stimulate the fishing people 
to go to the Grand Banks. So my ancestors told me, the farther 
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you went you got the best bonus for taking a 3 months’ voyage to the 
Grand Banks “and coming back with a lot of codfish. Well, there 
were a lot of codfish nearer than that, so you would go out to the 
fishing grounds every 2 or 3 days and collect your fish and store them 
and come back in 2 or 3 mouths with your codfish and get your bonus 
for the Grand Banks. That was in 1790. So they are not completely 
new to us; only in those days they used to have to consider the wants 
of this section. 

Mr. Jones. What method would vou suggest be used to compute the 
toll charges? We have some navigation projects that are 130 years 
old. We have some that are still “authorized. How are you going 
to compute the toll charge the carriers will pay ? 

Mr. Pike. I know of no method of computation which is not open 
to objection. All you need to do is look through some of these figures 
in this little report here on how the task force and Congressman Holi- 
field figure out TVA, or the Hoover Dam, or the Bonneville thing. 
Those are supposed to be pretty simple. Eac h one picked the figures 
to suit each one of them, and they both came up pretty widely apart. 
I think both figures are reasonably correct, having taken the original 
assumption. I don’t know of any method. 

Mr. Jones. You certainly cannot have a uniform rate on any of 
them. 

Mr. Pixr. No. I can see what would serve the competing carriers. 
That woud be a rate slightly higher than that of the competition. 
That might suit everybody except the people who had to use the 
waterway. We have right here in this State the trucks against. the 
railroads. Our Commission against my dissent put in a rate about 
a month ago for truck haulage of a commodity in a truckload oe 
could not possibly be put into any truck that runs on the road, 
if so put in, it could not be legally or physically hauled over any ‘of 
our roads. Yet that is a rate now in effect. I thought it was stretch- 
ing pretty hard. 

Mr. Jones. Have you examined recommendation No. 9? 

Mr. Prxe. I went over them. To say I examined it would be an 
exaggeration. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation No. 9 reads: 

That the Congress empower and direct the Federal Power Commission to fix 
the rates on Government power sales at such levels as will (a) eliminate the 
inequities now imposed upon the great majority of the people. 

Mr. Prxe. I disagree on 2 or 3 points. The Federal Power Com- 
mission is so far snowed under in this gas regulation business that it 
should not be taking on any more work. It is no business of the 
Federal Power Commission to do, I don’t believe. 

In the second place, the inequities and so forth are such that they 
may be real, but I think they are built up here. Frankly, I was 
opposed to this business when it started back in 1932-33. The yard- 
stick thing seemed to be stretching or covering a lot of things, some 
good and some bad, or so it seemed to me. I think there is probably 
a certain amount of tax discrimination. There is also tax diserimina- 
tion in every single one of our municipal powerplants and municipal 
waterworks. My hometown happens to run its waterworks and power 
production—not a big one, but just about 3,000 people. However, it 
does not pay any taxes on its income and the people who buy those 
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bonds do not pay any taxes on the interest they receive, and we make 
no payments in lieu of taxes, except one place where we get into one 
community and they hooked us. 

However, this is on a large scale only what we have been doing in 
our own communities for many years. In this State we have F ederal 
transportation at Boston. We have a metropolitan water district. 
Somehow when it is way off and is big like in the Tennessee Valley 
or on the Columbia, it seems very wrong, but at home it is part of a 
regular practice. 

I think those payments in lieu of taxes have probably been under- 
estimated. If I loék back and see the way they were going to allocate 
the costs of Quoddy, I suspect that the allocation down in the TVA 
area was fairly generous with some of the recreational and other 
aspects. Quoddy was going to cost at that time the nice round figure 
of $100 million and they allocated $10 million for a road across on 
top of the dam between Lubec and Eastport, the total valuation of 
the 2 towns being $2 million. We thought it was a pretty high price 
for a road, but were willing to have it, as long as we did not have 
to pay it. 

Mr. Jones. The Commission makes this observation at the beginning 
of the chapter: 

The subsidies paid by 90 percent of citizens who receive their power from 
private utilities is made still greater by the preference laws enacted by the 
Congress, mainly since 1933. 

Do you agree with that statement ? 

Mr. Prxe. It is kind of a half-truth, it seems to me. It seems to 
me that is in the area of public policy, where the Government has, for 
what reasons suited Congress or the administration, set up a policy 
as to production, let us say, as it thinks it is in the public interest. I 
see no particular reason why it should not say that other things being 
equal, or reasonably equal, that other arms of the Government should 
not have a first crack at it. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Pike, is it not a fact that we have recognized the 
preference clause since the Theodore Roosevelt administration? It 
was proposed by President Theodore Roosevelt, and in every adminis- 
tration since that time, including the Eisenhower administration, we 
have written a preference clause in every water-resource development 
piece of legislation that we have enacted. As a matter of fact, as 
late as the year before last we wrote a preference section in the Atomic 
Energy Act and met with no objection from the administration. 

Mr. Prxe. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And during the Hoover administration there was not a 
single time that the President transmitted a request to my knowledge 
to the Congress, advocating the repeal of the preference section. 

Mr, Prxe. Mr. Chairman, we were all on our knees there in the last 

2 or 3 years in the Hoover administration. We did not take anything. 
It was only after we had gotten fairly prosperous again that we re- 
gained our rugged individualism in full stride. I think it is a well- 
settled policy. It seems to me that there are a lot of these policies 
that have historic background. They may not be thoroughly justified, 
but if we are going to turn around on one of them we h: ad better turn 
around on all of them. 

Here we have the reclamation policy which went through in Theo- 
dore Roosevelt’s administration, was it not? Anyway, it has been 
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since way back. But we have been very, very sensitive to the demands 
and claims of the areas that they did not have enough water. Here 
we have the other end of it, and it seems to me we who occasionally 
have too much have just about as good a claim. 

As you know, on reclamation the money never went back. It was 
paid out into a revolving fund, and it is still revolving somewhere, 
except in one or two instances, where the reclamation project failed. 
But we have so many facets of that same atmosphere and attitude 
that I do not think any of them should be considered by themselves, 
but maybe a reappraisal of the whole thing might be in order. 

Mr. Jones. One last question. Is there a need of industrial devel- 
opment and growth in the State of Maine? 

Mr. Prxe. Yes, sir. We have a new department which went into 
effect August 20, and have a man to head it early this month, and I do 
not think we are going raiding, Mr. Chairman, but we would like to 
develop new ones. But if anyone showed up interested in going up 
there, we have quite a lot of empty buildings and some power sites 
available to develop power, and we have a great number of fine and 
able people who would like to live up there, but they would also like 
to eat. 

This man who is taking the head of this has a big job todo. We 
have been cursed with one-industry towns. In the town of Sanford 
ten to twelve thousand people had the Goodall Palm Beach folks. 
They were bought out and closed up. Not long afterward there was 
not an operation left in the place and about 3,500 people were thrown 
out of work. 

This same little town has about 1,500 of them back to work in less 
than a month. 

Mr. Jones. Is there not a need of industrial water supply for Fed- 
eral development ? 

Mr. Prixe. Yes, sir. Our pollution is a bad one. Only one of our 
cities drinks water from a thoroughly polluted source. Bangor seems 
to enjoy it. It gets it from the Penobscot, which has many paper 
mills and a good many healthy towns above it. 

We do not have a tremendous problem that way, but recreationally 
our rivers are disgraceful. The Androscoggin is a sewer. The Kenne- 
bee is somewhat better, but still pretty bad. The Penobscot, since it 
flows a great deal more water, the water is a good deal better. We 
have a beautiful antipollution law which has teeth in it, and at the 
end of it it says the river shall be exempted from its pressure effect. 
The Penobscot and the Kennebec. They did not exempt the St. John 
because the paper companies are over on the Canadian side. 

We need a great deal. It happens that recreation is our biggest 
dollar business and we will admit that we have vested interests who 
are invited in and using these rivers as sewers, with no thought of the 
other facets. We do have a real problem on our hands—a cleanup 
problem. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think the development of the resources in the 
southern part of New England, such as on the Connecticut River, if 
there is adequate development of the river, will inure to the benefit of 
the people of Maine? 

Mr. Pree. I think it will be very good for all of us. For instance, 
on the power thin 



















































506 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Jones. I believe about 75 percent of the entire land area of 
Maine is in forests. 

Mr. Pike. Yes, sir. Some of it is not very good forest, but is is 
covered with some kind of trees. 

Mr. Jones. And it isa great recreational area. 

Mr. Pixr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And most of the arable land is in agriculture and pas- 
tures ¢ 

Mr. Pixe. Yes, sir. Other than Aroostook County. 

Mr. Jones. If we developed the industrial potential of the New 
England States then the people of Maine will be direct beneficiaries 
of this improvement ? 

Mr. Pixe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So there is actually no real conflict between the rural 
and industrial interests ? 

Mr. Prxe. No essential conflict. 

Mr. Jones. And if there is we hope we can resolve those differ- 
ences. 

Mr. Prxr. Maybe we can knock a few heads together. 

Mr. Jones. It has been one of the great problems you have had. 

Mr. Pike. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Reuss. 

Mr. Reuss. I have a question on another conflict you just touched 
on without spelling out. What are some of the examples of conflict 
between the upstream and downstream interests, and how can they 
be resolved ¢ 

Mr. Pike. Let us take a spectacular one. I hate to mention it again, 
but the Androscoggin River starts in the Rangeley Lakes, which have 
been known for many years as great fishing | and recreational lakes. 
Here we have a conflict between the power boys and the inland fish- 
eries and game people, because during the early fall period where 
we are short of water, the companies which control the flows are in- 
clined to pull the level of the lake down. That is about when the 
trout and Jandlocked salmon either spawn or finish spawning. If you 
pull the level of the lake down 5 or 6 feet, probably you kill the spawn. 
That is one little conflict. 

The next one is, that river goes into New Hampshire, and Berlin 
is the home shop of the Brown Co. Laurence Whittemore, a fine citi- 
zen, is the president. They specialize in a very high grade rayon pulp, 
and also make paper. They have a hardwood which has a sort of 
maple sugar sap in it, rather than the resins like in the softwood. 
When they put in the ‘chemics als that they use and that sap and the 
chemicals get together, it is one of the most odoriferous kinds of things 
known to mankind. That gets into the river and it comes back to me 
in thoroughly polluted form. Then it gets down to Rumford, which 
is downstream from Brown. Mr. Whittemore says he has gotten a 
new method he is going to put in which will clean up this business and 
send the river down to Rumford clean. 

Then Oxford Paper will be the upstream man and will have the 
burden of taking a river pure and sending it out dirty. As it is now, 
we cannot do a thing to harm it when it comes to them. Then it goes 
down through some more paper mills and comes down to the city of 
Albion, where they have bleacheries. They add to the character of 
theriver. It changes color a little bit. 
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We grew up in an area of too much water. Our English common 
law is based on it. They even carried it over to petroleum. Liquid 
was regarded as a fugitive thing. You could capture it as it went by, 
or take it and send an effluent down the stream. Most of our Western 
States grew up in the atmosphere, more or less the Spanish attitude, 
where they grew up in a dry country, that the fellow upstream has to 
have some regard for the fellow downstream, and he cannot take too 
much. 

Here in the East we usually work on riparian rights, and they 
go on the Ariba theory in the West. I think that is the name of 
the upstream folks. 

Our lakes were originally controlled by log-driving companies. One 
of the reasons why the Central Maine Power Co. had to get into the 
clutches of the Federal Power C ommission, although it is entirely 
intrastate, is that on the upper Kennebec it is contzolled through an 
outfit called Kennebec Logging Co., and log driving is commercial 
navigation through a Supreme Court decision. Of course it is, but 
we never thought of it that way. 

Those same rights are controlled by the power company subject 
to the prior rights of the logging companies. Sometimes they do not 
handle those rights in accordance with the needs of the summer people, 
who like to fish and hunt, and perhaps ean be quite vocal, but not 
quite well enough organized to make their feelings felt. 

Of course, when these questions come up in the legislatures during 
the winter, that is when the summer folks are not there, and the only 
people who can represent them are the cabin owners and the hotel 
people. But they will listen to them politely, although the paper 
and power folks are listened to more seriously, and they are there all 
the time. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Pike. 

Mr. Pre. It was a pleasure. 

Mr. Jones. It was a pleasure to have you with us today. 

The next witness is Francis King, manager of the Holyoke Munici- 
pal Electric System. 

Mr. King. 


STATEMENT OF F. H. KING, MANAGER, HOLYOKE GAS & ELECTRIC 
DEPARTMENT, REPRESENTING THE MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC ASSO- 
CIATION OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Kina. I am representing the Municipal Electric Association 
of Massachusetts, which comprises 41 municipal plants in the State. 

I have a prepared statement which I will read. 

I am very glad that your committee chose New England as the set- 
ting for one of their hearings. Here you will have a chance to look at 
a good example of the Hoover report in action. 

Reading through the report, one is impressed by the actual resem- 
blance between the status of resource development of New England 
and that advocated by the Hoover report. 

The Commission recommends : 

* * * that the Federal Government should assume responsibility when partici- 


pation or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest 
or to accomplish broad national objectives, where projects because of size or 
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complexity or potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means ‘I 
or the needs of local or private enterprise. Under other circumstances the oth 
responsibility for development should be discharged by State or local govern- can 
ments, or by local organizations, or by private enterprise. fec 
We have attempted to develop our water resources here in New hat 
England chiefly by local organizations, or by private enterprise, and ten 
the results leave a great deal to be desired. ant 
los 


CONNECTICUT BASIN 


Since Holyoke, like Springfield, is on the Connecticut River, I 
would like to confine my remarks principally to the four-State drain- 
age area which comprises the Connecticut Basin. 

Recently I glanced over a list of great floods and was not surprised 
to see that the Connecticut has been on the list year after year since 
1692. In fact, 16 major floods on the Connecticut have been recorded 
since the first record was kept. 

The Connecticut floods in spite of its present limited reservoirs, 
principally for power and water supply, which have been built by 
local agencies and private utility companies. 

In 1927 a flood of such severity struck the Connecticut that a 
gentleman named Herbert Hoover, Secretary of Commerce, was 
directed to survey the situation and as a result recommended Federal 
flood control works. Since, three large flood control dams have been tr 
built on tributaries of the Connecticut. 

Later, in 1935, the United States Corps of Engineers recommended 
a comprehensive plan of reservoirs for the Connecticut Valley which 

yas intended to afford flood protection as well as the maximum 
benefits for power. The plan contemplates a series of reservoirs 
on tributaries of the Connecticut, two of which, Tully on the Tully 
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River and Knightville on the Westfield, have provision for future : ' 
power development. Along with the reservoir plans for local pro- . hi 
tection at cities such as Holyoke and Springfield, where flooding is a , 
constant threat. 3 

In addition, the Department of Agriculture has made tentative te 
plans for a watershed program intended to retard erosion and sur- j ¢ 
face runoff. This program would stabilize small tributaries of the ; ‘I 
Connecticut and would perhaps be most helpful in floods such as ; v 
those which followed in the wake of Hurricane Diane—floods which s 6 $ 
made torrents out of small streams. 

Therefore, I am sure you will understand our impatience to get 7 
going on this work and provide our people and our industries maxi- 7 
mum development and protection feasible with costs. r 

We have had many overall plans for the development of our river k 
basin, but blueprints do not stop floodwaters. We hope that we will a 
see completion of these plans and eventual full development of the j 
Connecticut before many more years have passed. 

The report of the Hoover Commission seems to jeopardize the ad- t 
vantages of overall basin planning and to threaten the future of pro- 
grams for full water resource development. 

Although there has been some development and flood protection 
work on the Connecticut River, it is obvious in the light of recent ( 


floods and recent reports that it is not enough. 
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The Commission looks at flood control, power development, and 
other aspects of river use as localized problems which each communit 

van best handle for itself. This piecemeal approach has been in e 
fect in New England for generations and ve find as a result that we 
have no real effective flood protection, that hydroelectric power po- 
tential is going to waste, amid the highest power costs in the Nation, 
and devastating floods occur and recur with millions of dollars of 
loss in both life and property. 


UNDEVELOPED CAPACITY 


In its report, Hydroelectric Power Resources of the United States, 
the Federal Power Commission listed present hydro capacity in Mas- 
sachusetts at 242,741 kilowatts, of which 182,292 kilowatts is oper- 
ated by private and public utilities and 60,449 kilowatts directly by 
industries. 

By contrast, the Federal Power Commission estimates that unde- 
veloped hy droelectric power sites on the Connecticut River and its 
tributaries is 934,000 kilowatts—nearly a million kilowatts of electric 

capacity going to waste. The six New England States have a total 
undeveloped hy droelectric power capacity “of about 3,233,000 kilo- 
watts at 151 sites, with the largest potential in the State of Maine. 

More and more our industries and our homes depend upon elec- 
tricity and more and more New England is being left behind in the 
competition for new industries. This isa point which has been viewed 
and reviewed many times in the past, usually winding up with a propa- 
ganda blast at TVA and Government-aided or public developments 
in other parts of the country, and this refusal to face facts on the part 
of certain interests has cost the people of New England (nena of 
jobs by loss of industry to the area. 

To be a little more specific in this matter of electric rates, I would 
like to point out that in the Federal Power Commission’s publication 
Typical Residential Electric Bills—1955, published earlier this month, 
Holyoke (which has a municipally owned electric system), is shown 
to have the lowest bill for 250 kilowatt-hours monthly—$6.75—among 
cities of 50,000 or more population in the State of Massachusetts. 
The average consumer in our State pays $8.67 for 250 kilowatt-hours, 
while in Maine the average is $8.35, New Hampshire, $8.51, Vermont, 
$8.90; Rhode Island, $8.74; and Connecticut, $7.81. 

Compare these rates with the national average or with rates in the 
TVA area, as published in the same Federal Power Commission report. 
The national average for 250 kilowatt-hours is $7.18, while the aver- 
age consumer in Tennessee pays $4.92 for 250 kilowatt-hours; Ala- 
bama, $5.52; Georgia, $6.40; Kentucky, $6.31. In the Northwest, the 
average consumer in Washington pays $4.63 for 250 kilowatt- hours; 
in Oregon, $5.41. 

These facts show that what is good for the Tennessee Valley and 
the Columbia Valley and the Missouri Basin is good for the Nation 
as a whole and that we in New England could ‘well profit by these 
nonpartisan examples of Governme nt leadership in getting together 
and making the most of our water resources with full consideration 
of the necessity of maximum flood-control protection. 

If one interprets the Hoover Report literally, the Commission would 
have more New Englands and fewer Tennessees. The ultimate result 
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would make New Englands of every part of the country and drive 


electroprocessing industries and other heavy consumers to Canada 
or even further away. 

This is not the future we should envison for this country, especially 
with the global competition our industries now meet in a world con- 
stantly shrinking in size. 


TRANSMISSION LINES 


I would like to mention another aspect of the Hoover report. I 
refer to recommendation No. 11, which reads as follows: 

(a) That the private utilities be permitted to purchase a fair share of Fed- 
eral power, and (0) That no further building of transmission lines be under- 
taken where such transmission service can be provided by non-Federal agencies. 

For the first time, Massachusetts Municipal Electric Plants had an 
opportunity to buy Federal power for our electric customers. I 
should probably amend that statement by saying that a few months 
ago we thought we had an opportunity. 

The provision in law that publicly owned electric systems, such as 
municipal utilities, should have first call upon power produced with 
public funds, has existed for many years, but has had no effect upon us 
here in New England because of the complete lack of large-scale 
multiple-purpose power projects. 

Recently we received notification from the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission that a small quantity of electric energy, generated at AEC’s 
West Milton, N. Y., reactor, would be made “available to pr Sieruice 
customers. The only string attached was that we, although prefer- 
ence customers, would have to make our own arrangements within 3 
months to have the West Milton power wheeled to our service area. 

The only private utility with lines to West Milton is Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corp., and Niagara Mohawk did not choose to deliver 
the power to the preference customers. The deadline has passed, and 
the private utility in the interim has received the power at 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour—power which has been developed at public expense. 

Mr. Jones. What do you pay for it? 

Mr. Kina. We do not get any of that power, but such power in the 
area is worth at least twice that—6 or 7 mills. 

This is the one application of the so-called preference clause which 
the Hoover Commission says— 
has resulted in serious inequities and discrimination between the citizens of the 
various States. 

The statement is correct, but the facts indicate the shoe is on the other 
foot. 

The task force, and presumably the full commission takes exception 
to the fact that the Federal Government has built transmission lines 

“where such transmission could be had over the private utility lines.” 
We would like to know in Massachusetts how one goes about getting 
such transmission over private utility lines. The Municipal Electric 
Plants of Massachusetts have been quite unsuccessful in this regard. 
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No one advocates the building of such lines by the Federal Govern- 
ment in order to serve every preference customer which seeks to buy 
power. Obviously, construction of such lines would not be economic 
in all cases. However, we do believe that when the Federal Govern- 
ment has the right to build such lines, whether they actually are built 
or not, a public agency has a strong bargaining perst with private 
utilities which can work to the advantage of the publicly and coopera- 
tively owned electric utility systems and to the public at large. With- 
out this right, on the part of the Government, there is a strong doubt 
whether any Federal power would get to any but a few of the largest 
of the publicly and cooperatively owned utilities. 

Although a very small quantity of power is involved in the case of 
the West Milton reactor, the precedent there established is of far- 
reaching significance. Public funds by the billions have been in- 
vested in the atomic-energy program and the public is entitled to a fair 
share of the benefits. Without the preference clause, and without a 
provision for Federal transmission lines, where needed, most munici- 
pal systems will be excluded from these benefits. 

Mr. Jones. I am disappointed to learn that, because I offered the 
amendment to the Atomic Energy Act in order that the preference 
clause be adopted. So I am sorry to know that the preference cus- 
tomers are getting the benefit of federally generated power. 

Mr. Kine. We are strongly in favor of the preference clause being 
inserted, and we believe unless there is a right——— 

Mr. Jones. To transmit? 

Mr. Kine. To enforce the transmission, or have the Government 
build lines, or aid them where needed financially, the energy will 
never get to where Congress intended, to the preference customers. 

Mr. Botanp. That is the only way you will get the service. You are 
not going to be able to force the private industry to service you if 
they do not. 

Mr. Kine. We have an excellent example of that here at the present 
time. 

Mr. Jones. So it goes back to the old bus-bar deal. 

Mr. Kine. More than that. It goes to the private utility in the area 
at dump power costs to one utility, whereas it belongs to the public 
at large in the area. 

Mr. Jones. How much prime power and how much dump power 
does your organization buy from the private utilities? What is the 
differential in cost between prime and dump power ? 

Mr. Kine. We have our own plant, Mr. Chairman, so we do not buy 
very much, but in general what we do buy is worth about twice the 3 
mills Niagara Mohawk is paying for it. I would say 6 or 7 mills 
in this area. 

In short, West Milton power today is being marketed in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission as we read it, 
and we believe it is being done in violation of the spirit if not the letter 
of the law. We strongly urge this committee to recommend rejection 
of the Hoover Commission’s policies relating to the marketing of Fed- 
eral power. 
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CONCLUSION 


In closing, let us say that we concur wholeheartedly in the state- 
ment of Commissioners Brownell and Fleming in their statement as 
follows: 


While we favor individual parts of this report either in detail or principle, 
we are concerned that the recommendations, when taken together, would impede 
the Federal Government in exercising its proper role in the development and 
use of the Nation’s water resources * * *, 


President Eisenhower has said, “If we are to continue to advance agricul- 
turally and industrially, we must make the best use of every drop of water 
which falls on our soil or which can be extracted from the oceans.” To do this 
the Federal Government must exericse leadership to assure a balanced and 
orderly pattern of national water development. This leadership must be dyna- 
mic. It should view problems from a long-range standpoint. 


We also concur in the statement of Commissioner Farley in which 
he states: 


But we must not be unmindful of the abuses which are to be found in the 
record of the development of the privately owned and managed utility industry. 
It was these abuses which so aroused the public against the private utilities and 
induced the Government to enter this field. We must therefore be double careful 
against the recurrence of these abuses. 

With our rapidly increasing population and expanding industries, we are 
becoming daily more aware of the importance to our entire economic structure 
of the proper conservation and utilization of water. In the interests of our 
National strength and security we cannot let any part of the Nation suffer 
through faulty or inadequate water-resources development where Federal action 
can bolster local inadequacies and develop a sound solution. The Congress 
should look long and carefully at any implementation of these recommendations 
which would unduly and unwisely restrict the Federal Government’s activities in 
harnessing and controlling the rivers of this country. 


We should not forget these words. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. King, I wonder if you would be kind enough to fur- 
nish for the record the amounts of power bought by your asso- 
ciate members of your organization from the private power companies, 
giving the cost of prime power and the cost of dump power, if any 
is purchased. 

r. Kine. What is the time schedule on that? When would you 
like it? 

Mr. Jones. At your convenience. 

Mr. Krne. And that is to be addressed to this committee ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, and it will be made a part of the record. 
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(The information to be furnished is as follows :) 


Intercompany kilowatt-hours sales in 1954 
MUNICIPAL PLANTS 


' 

| Iilowatt. | Average 
—— rate | Amount 
| | (cents) 


Selling company Buying company 


. 671 
- 605 
. 402 
546 
534 
. 510 


Amesbury Electric Light Co- Merrimac, town of-- -- : 2, 565, 600 
|(Coneord, town of_--- _....---| 18, 286, 400 
|| Norwood, town of 4 .---| 30, 278, 614 | 

Boston Edison Co----.----------- Reading, town of__-- J. 42, 141,029 

Wakefield, town of__-.- _..| 24, 183, 665 
Wellesley, town of. --_-- ; 36, 492, 000 

Brockton Edison Co- ---- _.| Hingham, town of__--- ; 85, 341 | . 812 

Cambridge Electric L ight Co... Belmont, town of. -- 30, 921, 600 . 381 

Chemical Paper Co. - . Holyoke, city of__- 755, 500 | . 822 
jDanvers, town of-__-_--- 29, 597, 102 | 283 | 

Middleton, town of- - - . 4, 763, 200 . 531 
peaneey, city of__- ; ----| 12,648,000 | . 564 
= . teorgetown, town 0 . 2, 951, 545 | 61 

Haverhill Electric Co... - ane \Georelend. Neertn O81. .0 isd 2, 168, 400 | 645 

Ipswich, town of- ..| Rowley, town of... . 1, 690, 900 8 

Lowell Electric Light Corp., the-_.-| etn. — of ; 6, 447, 200 | 43 

Marblehead, town of-. 18, 090, 816 432 | 

Lynn Gas & Electric Co--- | Peabody, city of-- , 102, 797 | 242 

Taunton, city of sake _...| Middleboro, town of-- 13, 884,000 | 012 

[ Braintree, town of_...- 113, 000 2 
Weymouth Light & Power Co Hingham, town of & | 19, 302, 279 | 
\ Hull, town of_...- | 10, 202, 400 
Ashburnham, town of_- | 2,840, 800 
Boylston, town of-_--- | 2, 246, 400 
Groton, town of : 4, 263, 200 | 
Holden, town of i siz 11, 328, 260 | 
| Mansfield, town of -| 22, 248, 238 
Paxton, town of__- oe 2, 190, 000 
|\ Princeton, town of- 1, 506, 000 
|| Shrewsbury, town of---- : 17, 642, 179 | 
|| Sterling, town of_. See 3, 984, 600 | 
North Attleboro, town of__-_- -| 19, 332, 000 
West Boylston, town of- 7 5, 921, 600 
Templeton, town of_..--.------- 4, 815, 356 | 


mt et ek et et tt et 


Essex County Electric Co-- 





649 
. 726 | 
509 | 
. 442 | 
. 443 
. 485 
. 347 
53 
664 
498 | 
476 | 
. 381 | 
587 


- 445 


Worcester County Electric Co-.-.- 
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PRIVATE COMPANIES 








Holyoke Water Power Co__-------| 13,860, 000 . 5 $82, 933 

Connecticut Valley Power Ex- \}New E ngland Power Co- 89, 580, 000 | . 58S 527, 304 

change. \) Western Massachusetts Electric | 45,891, 400 .896 | 411,419 

Co. 

Holyoke Power & Electric Co......| South ee town of.- 17, 009, 700 | .386 | 235,816 

\(Connecticut Valley Power Ex- | 51, 595, 000 ws 144, 593 

change. 

Holyoke Water Power Co._---.----|; Holyoke Power & Electric Co_-.-_| 24, 286,700 .393 | 338,300 

Chicopee, city of-_----- .--| 70,702, 000 .353 | 949, 420 

Holyoke, city of__- as. 7, 342, 564 | ; 103, 063 

Connecticut Valley Power Ex- 7, 922, 000 . 565 123, 949 

Tour . s change. } 

New England Power Co. --....-- let: semeaae Electric Lighting | 53, 698, 600 . 289 692, 296 

0 

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp | New England Power Co-_--- .| 22, 159, 000 | .37 82, 235 

Connecticut Valley Power Ex- | 90, 320, 200 | a 280, 203 

. change. 

Vows Massachusetts Electric |} Northampton Electric Lighting 40, 557 .0 1, 622 
0. Co. 

Westfield, city of ..---| 48, 718, 860 1s 582, 962 

i(Russell, town of__..----- E 503, 520 .572 7,913 
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Mr. Jones. Recommendation No, 9 (@) provides that the inequities 
will be eliminated. Now, do you know how the inequities could be 





































eliminated? Would you like to comment on that ? 
Mr. Kine. I do not have that before me here. aa ( 
Mr. Jones. It is on page 111 of the Hoover Commission report. It 
reads: 
(a) Eliminate the inequities now imposed upon the great majority of the | 
people ; 


I assume that the inequities are the inequities which are discussed on 
page 109 leading up to that conclusion. Therefore, to eliminate the 
inequities now imposed on the great majority of the people would mean 
that all power sold in the United States must be sold at the highest 
rate of the highest private utility rate in the country in order to elimi- 
nate the inequities. 

Would you advocate that ? 

Mr. Kine. I don’t know if I fully understand. 

Mr. Jones. It says we should eliminate the inequities now imposed 
on the great majority of the people. By TVA we have been able to 
generate electricity at a low rate, such as they have at Bonneville and 
on a lot of other streams of the United States, where we have low-rate 
hydro developments. In order to eliminate the inequities that might 
be existing in some small private utility in the New England States, 
they would advocate that the rate of TVA and other communities be 
raised to where there would not be a differential in rates. 
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Mr. Kine. No,sir. I donot think that is necessary. ; 
» ° ° . . a dl . % 
Mr. Jones. If you are going to eliminate the inequities you will have : 


to do that. How are you going to establish rates if you are going to 
eliminate all of the inequities ? 

Mr. Kine. I don’t think it is possible to do that. Each area has to 
make the most of its developments and if it has more than other areas, 
so be it. I don’t think you can possibly make it all the same on a simi- 
lar basis throughout the country. I think it is impossible. If we are 
not developing our own resources here then we have to suffer as we 
are now. We have to suffer for the inequities up here and for our j 
shortsightedness in New England. However, trying to compare them 
to ‘Tennessee, or the Northwest, or other areas that made the most of 
their resources, I think would be impossible. 

Mr. JonEs. What you advocate is we not adopt the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission report, but make comprehensive develop- 
ment of your water resources in order that you can benefit from the 
Federal development of those projects which are properties belonging 
to the Federal Government, and that rest in the Federal responsibility 
to see that that those hydro potentials are developed for the ultimate 
use and benefit of the people who live in the area. 

Mr. Kine. Yes. Rather than their belonging to the Federal Gov- 

ernment, they belong to the people in the area who need the Federal 
Government’s support. I think that would take care of inequities and 
encompass a sensible solution. 
Mr. Jones. In recommendation 10 it says: 
That the Government or its agencies cease the building of steam plants and 
provide for the equation of their powerloads by interconnection with the grids 
of neighboring power systems. 
















Would you like to comment on that recommendation ? 
Mr. Kine. What page is that on? 
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Mr. Jongs. Pages 111 and 112. 

Mr. Kine. No, sir. I think even in the case of TVA where they 
have taken on the burden of supplying power in the area, if it is 
the economical thing to do, to supply steam plants, they should be 
allowed to do so on the same basis as Commissioner Farley outlines 
in his recommendation, that they be clothed fully with the power of a 
private corporation. 

On that basis, in order to control that, I noticed Commissioner 
Pike referred several times to free enterprise. I would like to sug- 
gest that be modified to free competitive CREE It is free com- 
petitive enterprise which made this country what it is, and not free 
enterprise by itself. 

Mr. Jones. You do not believe a private utility is free enterprise, 
do you? 

Mr. Kine. No; it is not. That is the distinction I am attempting 
to make. It is not free. When we say “free enterprise,’ ordinarily 
we think probably of free competitive enterprise; but a private utility 
does not fall in that category in the true sense of the word. 

Mr. Jones. Surely. Of course not. 

Where does a private utility obtain its right to operate without 
competition 

Mr. Kine. There is no competition, and sometimes there is adequate 
and sometimes inadequate regulation. But when we use the words 
“free enterprise” as used in the Hoover Commission report, you have 
to remember, as Commissioner Farley points out, that we have to con- 
sider that we have competition between public and private power if 
we want to put it in that sense. 

Some of them say they want free competition, but they object to 
competing plants in their area. I think even with the building of 
steam plants we should clothe these agencies with the full power of 
a private corporation, so they can operate efficiently, and I think all 
of these inequities will be settled by themselves. 

Mr. Jones. Do the utility companies of the State of Massachusetts 
obtain their franchise from the State government or from the munici- 
palities in which they operate? 

Mr. Kina. Both, I think. 

Mr. Jones. What is the language of their franchise, usually ? 

Mr. Kine. They are quite long. Some of them are indefinite and 
some are definite. 

Mr. Jones. So they are doing for the people what the people can 
do for themselves. 

Mr. Kine. Right. 

Mr. Jones. They are subject to ratemaking bodies of the State? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. We have a department of utilities. 

Mr. Jones. And they go before that ratemaking body ? 

Mr. Krne. For each rate increase. 

Mr. Jones. For the setting of rates. 

Mr. Kine. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And that is a public function ? 

Mr. Kine, That is right. 

Mr. Jones. They represent the people and the government in set- 
ting those rates. So after all, it is a monopoly. 

Mr. Kine. It isa definite monoply. 
70818—56—pt. 34 
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Mr. Jones. That operates on a franchise from the people. 

Mr. Kina. I would like to comment too, in speaking about the recent 
comments of Ben Moreell, chairman of Jones & Laughlin. We want 
to avoid extremisms of views in the country, and I think his can be 
classed definitely as a Fascist viewpoint. 

I would like to ask a person like Mr. Moreell and others whether 
when people or a city or a town want to own their own systems, and 
they cannot, if this is a free country. The people should be allowed to 
do so if they want to own them, and if they do not, they should be 
able to give the franchise to somebody else. But in Mr. Moreell’s 
comments on these items 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Moreell in his speech from White Sulphur Springs 
on October 21, according to the Associated Press, says that is a 
socialistic action. 

Mr. Kine. So are the public schools and public roads. I drove here 
on a socialistic road, but nevertheless it is what the American people 
want, and it is the people in this country who decide. That does not 
apply to everything, of course. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Moreell goes further and says: 

I believe it promotes the growth of a social cancer in our body politic which is 
a fraud and delusion fraught with danger to our whole system of private en- 
terprise. 

Mr. Kring. I think, as I say, that puts it in the category 

Mr. Jonrs. If we want to see that the generation and distribution 
and sale of electric power are purely a private operation, then we 
should let everybody and anybody get into the power business. 

Mr. Kine. But it is the American people who decide those things, 
and that is why I say if Mr. Moreell objects to that he is taking an 
un-American viewpoint—very un-American—and just as dangerous 
as any of the extreme examples he is quoting, and probably more dan- 
gerous. I should like to ask him if the people want to own their own 
system and insist on the right, would he still refuse them the right. 

He must forget that every one of these municipal plants is created 
by vote of the people. If they so vote and they are then refused the 
right to have it, that is not democracy—and we are still a democratic 
country. 


Mr. Jonss. Let me direct you to recommendation 11 (@), which 
reads: 








That the private utilities be permitted to purchase a fair share of Federal 
power. 

Do you know what percent of power generated at federally con- 
structed projects the private utilities purchase at the present time? 

Mr. Kina. No, sir. I do not. 

Mr. Jones. Is it not in excess of 30 percent? Do you have that 
figure? ‘There is nothing wrong with the Federal Government selling 
power to a private utility, is there? 

Mr. Kine. No, sir. There is nothing wrong if they are getting the 
proper price for it. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. Any more than it is wrong to sell it toa 
cooperative or a municipality. 

Mr. Kine. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Where there is no demand or request coming from those 
political subdivisions. 
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Mr. Krne. No, sir. I think the important point is the stranglehold 
that the private utilities have on the public power projects and the 
right given to cities and co-ops by Congress as preference customers. 

Mr. Jones. Soeven under the Federal Power Act, if private utilities 
wanted to obtain the site for the construction of a dam and they go 
before the Federal Power Commission and make application for a 
license and have the license approved to construct the project, they can 
doso. So there is no argument on the part of the Federal Government 
to exclude the opportunities of private utilities to join in the develop- 
ment of the water resources of this country, is there? 

Mr. Kine. No, sir. In the West Milton case, unless there is some 
assistance given to the public plants they will not get the power. 
Our agency wrote to the Federal Power Commission and asked if any 
assistance could be given. The answer came back that they do not 
want to be involved in these local controveries, which leaves us where 
we started. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. William F. Stapleton, the chairman of the 
board of the Hampden County Commission. 

Mr. Stapleton, we are glad to have you. Do you have a prepared 
statement ? 



















STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. STAPLETON, COUNTY COMMISSIONER, 
HAMPDEN COUNTY, MASS. 






Mr. Sraptetron. No, sir. I do not. 

My name is William F’.. Stapleton, of Holyoke, and I am a member 
of the Hampden County Commission, and not chairman. 

Mr. Jones. We always elevate people when they come to see us. 

Mr. Ponanp. He has been chairman many times. 

Mr. Stapietron. Thank you, Mr. Boland. 

Gentlemen, my purpose in appearing before you on this occasion is 
not so much to comment on the specific recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission report, because I have not had an opportunity to study it. 
However, I thought that perhaps by expressing my views it might in- 
directly assist this committee in getting some of the sentiment of a 
resident of this community who has given thought to our problems. 

Naturally, in recent months, particularly in August, the attention 
of the Nation has been focused on the floods in this area. Prior to 
this last year, and for a few years, the New York-New England Inter- 
agency Committee studied the entire Connecticut Basin. They came 
up with the recommendations for 26 reservoirs for this area, in addi- 
tion to local protection dikes. 

We know that since 1936 five reservoirs have been completed. That 
leaves 21 reservoirs recommended for completion to provide for pro- 
tection against what they call a standard flood, in other words, a flood 
exceeding the 1936 flood which came upon this area. 

It also states in that New England interagency report that with those 
26 reservoirs only then will the present dikes, with the exception of 
the one in Hartford—only then will those dikes provide any protec- 
tion for this area in the event of a flood in excess of the 1936 flood. 

Therefore, if we fail to complete this reservoir system immediately 
in the immediate future, we will find ourselves in the position of hav- 
ing dikes protecting the local areas, and yet they will be of no use in 
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waters exceeding those dikes by 3 to 9 feet. Of course, great damage 
will oceur to the industries and farmlands of this valley. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman and members of this 
committee, that approximately 40 percent of the entire Connecticut 
Basin is farmland. There are 22,500 farms located in the Connecticut 
Basin. Naturally, the farmers of this area have a great interest in 
protection. Being interested in the farmers of this county, I would 
urge you to consider the economic value of the farmland that is subject 
to these floods. 

In addition to that, there are at least 3,000 industrial plants located 
in the Connecticut Basin. 

In addition to that, there is the recreational potential, which is 
stymied as a result of the floods that are likely to come in here. Natu- 
rally, people are not going to think of vacationing in New England 
if they have to worry about the floods that we have met with this 
summer. 

There is one other feature I would like to stress which may perhaps 
be overlooked. Behind you is the protective eagle symbolizing the 
United States Government protecting its people. Just a few miles 
from here is located another eagle, a symbol of the protection of this en- 
tire country. That is the location of a military base at Westover Field, 
where is located the Strategic Air Command. It is known to all people 
that that unit of protection is considered one of the greatest safe- 
guards of our entire country. 

That eagle at Westover is subject to strangulation by floods, which 
visit the Connecticut River and its tributaries. So we find that we have 
a military unit over there with its personnel dispersed, and living in 
quarters some of them beyond the limits of the people, and unable 
to get to the field in the event of an emergency such as a flood, if one 
existed at that time. So I say that the location of that field alone 
should be sufficient justification for the Federal Government to spend 
hundreds of millions of dollars in the immediate future in the com- 
pleting of these reservoirs which will guarantee us some protection. 

In addition to that, I think the dams on the streams which have 
been subject to destruction in recent storms should perhaps be subject 
to some aid, because now these dams are owned by private individuals 
and they are faced with the problem of finishing reconstruction of 
them. I think if the Federal Government gave a local unit some 
Federal money that the local unit, such as the county commissioners, 
who now have jurisdiction over dams and their standards and speci- 
fications—if the Federal Government would allot some money to the 
county to assist in maintaining these dams and their proper repair 
under proper standards, then we would be further insuring the pro- 
tection of the people of this area. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, many things that are proposed the Fed- 
eral Government do, we could perhaps do a better job on because the 
personalities here would be more concerned and spend more time. 
The only thing is we would like to have Federal aid to assist us in 
protecting our area. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Stapleton, you would also insist that the Federal 
Government find out how they could obtain a comprehensive pro- 
posal for the development of the flooded area; would you not? 
Mr. Srapiteron. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Jones. And if they get Federal investments we must see that 
the maximum development ‘takes place, both for recreation and irri- 
gation, as well as navigation, and generation of hydroelectric power, 
and that we get all of the benefits that we can accumulate from 
that type of work. 

Mr. Srapueton. I think there would be a definite benefit. In the 
constru¢tion of these reservoirs you would have something like our 
Quondam Reservoir, where the fishermen were encouraged ‘and wild- 
life was encouraged. 

Mr. Jones. You speak of local interests. Do you have any con- 
crete amounts or concrete proposals to submit to ‘the C ongress as to 
what local participation would be forthcoming ? 

Mr. Srapirron. You mean financially, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Srapiteron. No, sir. I do not have any specific amounts, 
but I think if there is some local participation financially it would 
be in order, for instance, on the State or possibly county level, and 
perhaps the State level, with the Federal Government carrying the 
greater burden, because as I said, the adequate protection of this 
area of New England results in benefits to the entire country. That 
is particularly true in regard to Westover Field, where the Federal 
Government recently spent many millions of dollars in expanding 
facilities there. I think they should go further and protect the 
United States highways and State highways there. 

Mr. Jones. All highways are subject to floods and inundation. 

Mv. Stapieron. That is right. Particularly United States High- 
way No. 5, which runs along the river. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. No matter what causes the flood, whether it is a main- 
stem, or tributary, or rivulet. 

Mr. Srapieron. That is right, Mr. Boland. Orne little brook going 
across Route No. 5 at Springfield disrupted the United States high- 
way fora few days. 

Mr. Jones. Have you any questions, Mr. Boland ? 

Mr, Botanp. As I see it, the Hampden County commissioners faced 
a great problem in the August 19 flood, which was a tremendous 
problem with small dams which were either washed out or where a 
small dam on a little brook was impounding so much water that 
the water went around it. You think there ought to be some assist- 
ance given by the Federal Government to take care of that problem, 
which is something we never had before, at least in this area. 

Mr. Srapreron. That is right, Mr. Boland. I think our hydraulic 
engineer could furnish you with specific data on the number of dams 
we lost. We have approximately 300 dams under the county’s jurisdic- 
tion and about 30 percent of those are severely damaged or destroyed. 
Of course, that resulted in probably a great percentage of damage. 
It was not so much from the river, and in fact, was not on the river, 
but on the tributaries and streams which caused a terrific damage to 
our highways. 

We are going to require higher standards for the specifications of 
new dams to be constructed by private owners. Already we have had 
farmners saying that they are unable to meet that expense of a new 
dam. 

While the United States Soil Conservation Service will assist them 
in preparing the plans, they do not have funds to help them build 
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them. So you do see an economic detriment to the private owner who 
may have inherited a dam, or the farmer who is using the water for 
irrigation. 

We feel the public interest requires us to have high standards to 
protect the aa. but I think the private owner will need some 
assistance. 

To get around the present policy of the Government not giving aid 
to the individuals, perhaps the city or county could take over that dam 
by eminent domain and become eligible for some Federal aid to repair 
the structures. 

Mr. Jones. You said you have not read the Hoover Commission’s 
report ? 

Mr. Srapteron. No, sir. But I would like to submit comments at 
a later date, if that will be in order. 

Mr. Jonrs. We would welcome it if you would like to submit an 
additional statement on the Hoover Commission’s report. I would 
like you to pay particular attention to the portion of that report which 
deals with flood control as being a local responsibility. 

The subcommittee will recess until 1: 30 for lunch. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m. the subcommittee recessed until 1:30 
p. m. of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Our first witness will be Mr. John Thompson, majority leader of 
the Senate of the State of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Thompson, we are delighted to have you here today and have 
the opportunity to visit with you and have you make us intimate with 
the water problems that the people of Massachusetts are faced with, 
because we feel that the undertaking of water-resource development 
in this State and every other State must be faced in such a way that 
it will meet with the sentiments expressed by local governments. 

We are glad to have you here, Mr. Thompson. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN THOMPSON, SENATE MAJORITY LEADER, 
STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. TuHompson. Mr. Chairman, first let me thank you for your kind 
remarks, and on behalf of the citizens of this great Commonwealth 
offer you their deepest feelings of gratitude on your kindness in bring- 
ing your subcommittee here. In my short memory it is an innovation 
to this area. It is something that we are rarely given the pleasure of, 
that is, having a Federal committee appear here. 

I do not think anything but good can come of your being here. Iam 
also aware, Mr. Chairman, that I am not an expert on waterpower, 
nor am I a public-utility expert. However, I am, in the capacity 
that I serve in, aware of the tremendous problems that these flood 
damages have caused our Commonwealth. 

We feel, Mr. Chairman, and I think it is of some importance to 
point out, that just this year alone in Massachusetts we had to vote 
$55 million in special bond issues to take care of the August flood 
that we had. We have rapidly reached the point where word is being 
brought to us in the statehouse every day that many people are having 
their life’s savings wiped out because of these disasters. Many 
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people who are carrying mortgages on small homes get themselves 
into a financial position where they just cannot carry on, and what 
they have built up over the years through hard work has been com- 
pletely w iped out. 

I mention these things, Mr. Chairman, specifically to remind you, 
sir, that we feel something should be done, and we feel something can 
be done. I will be interfering, or trespassing on the great amount 
of knowledge that you gentlemen have accumulated, because it has 
been brought to my attention that you have already covered some of 
the disaster areas in the country, such as Pennsylvania, North Caro- 
lina, and other areas. I know the experience suffered there is prob- 
ably to a great extent pretty much the same in each of these areas. 
However, we in the Massachusetts Legislature had given thought to 
the proposition of sending resolutions and memorializing your august 
body, and calling attention to the fact that we need help. I, of course, 
am being general, but I have to be general because I think that this is 
such a complex problem that the only intelligent approach to it can 
be a gathering of these vast amounts of material and information 
that will lead your learned group to making a wise decision. 

I want to conclude, if I may, by pointing out that we definitely 
must have something accomplished i in this area by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. As to the extent of it, I am not at liberty to say at this 
time, but I simply hope and I know you will give your sincere and 
serious consideration to Massachusetts’ plight, “because we have en- 
tered a completely new era of disasters, the like of which we have had 
none before. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Majority Leader, I have before me an article in the 
Springfield Union which carries the New York Associated Press 
dateline of October 23, where it says that General Itschner, Assistant 
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, estimates that the Corps of Engi- 
neers would need an additional $259 million to provide “very mini- 
mum and inadequate flood protection in New England.” 

Do you not think, if the Congress in its wisdom feels that it is a 
Federal responsibility to see that we do not have a recurrence of the 
floods that you just experienced in New England, that we should 
make whatever appropriations are necessary, even in excess of $259 
million, to arrest these flood hazards? 

Mr. Tuompson. I certainly do, Mr. Chairman. I think that the 
figure $259 million is an estimate. I do not know whether that was 
dated prior to or after our most recent floods. 

Mr. Jones. This was October 23. 

Mr. THompson. Then it has taken that into consideration. But 
T am certainly well aware of what the Corps of Engineers have been 
doing here in the streams, and especially in the w estern part of our 
State, which was the hardest hit. There would be m: ny, Many areas 
isolated today, were it not for the fact that they had money to come 
in and go to work on it. Much of that work which has been accom- 
plished, Mr. Chairman, from my own knowledge, is of a temporary 
nature. Some permanent work must eventually be done there. If 
it is more than $259 million, then certainly I would publicly go on 
record as allowing the Congress to do what they think is the ‘Tight 
thing as far as financial aid is concerned. 
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_ Mr. Jones. Do you have any figures as to the total amount of dam- 
ges that have been experienced ? 

Tate: THompson. The recent flood damages are now under estimate. 
I do not have the Corps of Engineers’ figures, but the Department of 
Public Works, through its Commissioner John V olpe, who I assume 
will appear tomorrow as a witness here, have their engineers in the 
field, and I understand they are now preparing or might have these 
figures completed. However, I know that information will be in his 
possession when be appears here tomorrow. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Boland ? 

Mr. Boranp. I have nothing to add except I think that the Massa- 
chusetts Legislature is to be commended on the w ay they handled the 
problem back on August 19. You will recall, Mr. Leader, that at 
that time the Massachusetts Legislature was in session and the recom- 
mendations came from the Governor and to both branches, and they 
both agreed something should be done. Out of it came a $55 million 
bond issue. I think Massachusetts, out of all of the States affected, 
moved the fastest and farthest, and they did it because the leadership 
on the part of the Government was good, and the leadership on the 
part of both parties in the House and Senate was good. 

I remember that when the President came to Bradley Field and 
met with the New England Governors, I think Governor Herter had 
arrived after a very late session which wound up at 1 o’clock. The 
next morning he was there and one of the pleasing things about the 
conference with the President was the fact that they told him what 
they had done, and done so quickly. Therefore we are very proud of 
the way in which you moved and we congratulate your colleagues and 
you on what you did, because as I say, the Commonwealth did move 
the best and the farthest and the quickest of any of the States in the 
devasted area. 

Mr. THomrson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Revss. I am delighted you have come here today, Mr. Leader. 
It is helpful to us of the committee to be told that in your opinion as 
majority leader of one of the houses of the legislature, that you con- 
sider this problem of flood control not a problem to be handled by 
any one level of government, whether it is city, county, State, or 
Federal, but by the combined efforts of all levels. I gather that is 
your testimony ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Revss. You are very modest about declining the role of : 
expert on this, but I think you have helped us and “T thank you for 
coming here. 

Mr. Tuompson. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman and Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Thompson. 

Our next witness is Mr. Fred C. Emerson, selectman of the town 
of Agawam, Mass., and also president of the Connecticut Valley 
Water Control Association. 

Mr. Emerson, we are very glad to have you. Do you have a pre- 
pared statement? 
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STATEMENT OF FRED C. EMERSON, SELECTMAN OF THE TOWN OF 
AGAWAM, MASS., AND PRESIDENT OF THE CONNECTICUT VALLEY 
WATER CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Emerson. No; I do not have one, but I will be glad to have one 
prepared, if you wish. 

Mr. Jones. Well, we do a lot of things off the cuff, and you can do 
it as well as we can, so you go ahead. 

Mr. Emerson. Fine. 

First of all, from the standpoint of the Connecticut Valley Water 
Control Association, the association I have the dubious honor of 
being president of, if it is a dubious honor—it comprises city and town 
officials in this Connecticut River V alley. We have been in business 
for about 6 or 7 years and we have been working with various other 
groups who have been compiling figures re lating - to flood control and 
antipollution, and on the Enfield Dam, which is a part of the valley 
problem, as we see it. Flood control has been of extreme importance 
to us. 

We are behind the petitions or the requests of the Army engineers, 
and we are also behind our good Representative Boland, who has filed 
a bill in our behalf. He filed it in the Congress of the United States 
last vear for $2 million for plans for the area development. I am 
correct in that; am I not? 

Also with reference to the recent storm you have heard a lot of 
testimony, some of which I venture to say is irrelevant. The Westfield 
River, whic h is a river in the lower valley, was 18 feet above normal. 
That is in the August 19 storm. It was 12 feet above normal in the 
most recent storm. 

Those rivers and their tributaries have a lot of bearing on the eco- 
nomic well-being of this community. 

I assume you will hear from the mayor of Westfield. She was here 
this morning. I assume you will hear more of the Westfield picture 
from her. 

The Connecticut River rose at the rate of 6 inches an hour during 
the last storm and had we had a heavy waterfall in Vermont and 
New Hampshire we know we would have had serious difficulties here. 

So much for the flood situation, except to say that it is the hope of 
our group that your committee will very seriously consider in your 
wisdom supporting not only the little dam, but the other catch basins 
up north, because we have already seen the effect on Knightville and 
some of the other basins in operation, and how they have saved this 
area a lot more damage than we have been put to. 

Another area we are working in is antipollution. It has been the 
feeling of our group that there should be participation financially on 
the local as well as the national level. 

I will let that drop unless there are further questions from the 
committee. 

We have been extremely concerned about the Enfield Dam project, 
and together with some 25 industrial corporations in this valley we 
have petitioned to intervene with the Federal Power Commission, 
and are awaiting their word as to where we will come out, and as to 
whether we will have a hearing here or there. But we understand 
there is to be a hearing and that we will have an opportunity to pre- 
sent our case at that time. 
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Mr. Botanp. In opposition to it. 
Mr. Emerson. In opposition to the erection of the dam. That is 
correct. 

Mr. Jones. Who filed an application for construction ? 

Mr. Emerson. The Connecticut Light & Power Co. We feel very 
strongly about that, and especially in the light of the last storm, where 
we received 14 inches of waterfall in our area in a period of less 
than 30 hours. We feel a storm of that size and magnitude with the 
change today apparently in our entire path of storms, as you have un- 
doubtedly experienced when you were in North Carolina and Penn- 
sylvania, that we are getting a lot heavier rainfall and we are fortu- 
nate that it has not been worse. If the river had been at a higher 
level, let us say 414 feet higher at Enfield Rapids, we feel very strongly 
we would have had a lot more trouble than we did. Fortunately the 
river crested 6 feet before it went over the dikes. That is another 
area that we are deeply concerned with. 

Mr. Bouanp. It was 6 feet below the dikes? 

Mr. Emerson. Below the top; 21 feet was the crest in the last storm. 
It was indicated at that time, Mr. Congressman, that it might not 
crest until the following day. Fortunately it crested that evening. If 
it had done it the following day, it would have been over the dikes. 

Mr. Jones. Have you had an opportunity to review the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission ? 

Mr. Emerson. No, I have not. Iam sorry. I know of their policy 
as far as antipollution is concerned, but I have not had a chance to 
go any further. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Reuss? 

Mr. Reuss. No questions at this time. 

Mr. Jones. During the noon recess an inquiry was directed to me 
as to whether or not the committee was here for the purpose of preju- 
dicing the minds of the people in this area against the Hoover Com- 
mission’s recommendations. I want to assure everyone that is not our 
purpose and not our objective. But, as I stated in my opening state- 
ment, the purpose of our being here is to get your views and your 
evaluation of the various recommendations made by the Hoover 
Commission. If there is any feeling on the part of anybody that they 
would be excluded from testifying before this subcommittee, they are 
in total error. We will be here for 2 days and we are here on business. 
We want to hear anybody who has something to offer or to contribute 
to the committee that will provide us with more information. Whether 
you are a member of the Citizens Committee for the Adoption of the 
Hoover Commission Report, or whether you are opposed to it, we are 
perfectly willing to hear you. 

I want to assure the audience and the people in the area and the 
newspapers, and everybody who may show concern, that it is our 
business to hear all sides of the question, and you will not be pre- 
cluded from testifying, in view of any statement that you would 
want to make. 

So I hope if there is any doubt in anybody’s mind that it is dissi- 
pated, and if anybody helieden we are here to prejudice anybody’s 
mind in regard to this, or to do anything but examine the facts and 
interpret those facts according to the recommendations made by 
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the Hoover Commission report, that they will be discouraged from 
that belief. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Thomas Walsh, secretary of the 
Massachusetts Municipal Electric Utility Association. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Brig. Gen. Robert Fleming, Division Engineer, Corps 
of Engineers, Boston. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. ROBERT FLEMING, DIVISION ENGINEER, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, BOSTON, MASS.; ACCOMPANIED BY HER- 
MAN M. KROPPER, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, CORPS OF 


ENGINEERS, BOSTON MASS. 


General FLeminG. How do you do, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Are you going to use your assistant ? 

General FLEMING. My assistant is Mr. Herman M. Kropper, Chief 
of the Engineering Division in our office. 

Mr. Jonxrs. Do you have a prepared statement, General ? 

General Fiemine. No, sir. I do not. I could briefly describe what 
happened in the two recent storms. 

On the first one, August 18-19, we had a different pattern of rain- 
fall than occurred in the August 1938 flood, which was the last big 
one. In general in that one the rainfall was distributed up and down 
the valleys and your plotting of rainfall data almost follows the 
contour lines. In the August 18-19 flood that rainfall was distributed 
in the shape of an ellipse, with the axis of that ellipse on the Massachu- 
setts-Connecticut border. It was not a regular ellipse, but 120 miles on 
the major axis, and 60 miles on the minor axis north and south. 

Mr. Jones. What was the direction of the course ? 

General Firming. It was almost—when it started the storm was 
almost static. It moved very slowly from west to east, with the result 
that a day later, after the terrific ally big rainfall in the western part 
of Connecticut, for example, there was quite a glob of rainfall which 
landed on the Boston plain area, and we got into trouble in the Boston 
plain maybe a day after we did in ee main part of the storm itself. 

The rainfall got up in one place about as high as 19 inches. That 
was a local phenomenon. In some places, accor ding to the best records 
that the Weather Bureau has, or that we have, the great majority of 
our rain, about 65 to 75 percent of it, fell in a per iod of 8 to x hours. 
In other words, while the rainfall distributed itself over a 48-hour 
period, the intensity was very much greater during a short = iod of 
time. 

The result of this was that the area in the southern part of Massa- 
chusetts on those streams whose headwaters rise in Massachusetts 
received very, very severe damage. Those were largely the tribu- 
taries of the Connecticut River, the C hicopee, which flows in from 
the east; the Westfield, which eaen 3 in from the west; and the Farm- 
ington River, which flows all over central Connecticut, rising up near 
Winsted, Conn., and eventually going to sea at Windsor—going into 
the Conecticut River at Windsor, rather. 

The other basins primarily affected, besides those three tributaries 
of the Connecticut River, were the basin of the Housatonic River, 
whose major tributary is the Naugatuck. The Naugatuck is a stream 
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wholly in the State of Connecticut, which rises about 5 or 10 miles 
above the city of Torrington and goes through Thomaston, Water- 
bury, and Ansonia. That valley was almost devastated. 

Then the Thames River Basin, which consists of four major 
streams—the Willimantic River, from west to east; the Shetucket, 
the Quinebaug and the French. 

There was ‘extremely severe damage on the headwaters of each of 
those rivers, which rise in Massachusetts right on the border. Then 
as the water came down and as the tributaries joined each other it 
really got rough. Two rivers joined just above Putnam, Conn., for 
example, which was almost devastated. The Willimantic had quite 
severe damage. The Quinebaug River went through the town of 
Southbridge in Massachusetts and did a terrific amount of damage 
there. 

The next thing that was affected was the Blackstone River, which 
rises near Worcester Mass., and flows down through Woonsocket and 
up into the upper part of Narragansett Bay. 


The city of Worcester was damaged severely, not by the terrific 


velocity of the waters, but merely by inundation. 

Woonsocket was practically ripped apart. The center of the city 
of Woonsocket was ripped out by the terrific velocity of the water. 

So much for the storm of August 18 and 19. 

In the one of the last weekend we had three main points of rainfall 
up near the Cobble Mountain Reservoir in Mussachusetts, which is on 
the headwaters of the Farmington River in Massachusetts. The 
pattern of that rainfall went down generally again hitting the Nauga- 
tuck River Valley and moved over the parts ‘of Fairfield County in 
Connecticut, which resulted in very severe flooding again in Ansonia, 
which is at the mouth of the Naugatuck, and the city of Danbury. 

Mr. Jones. Poor Ansonia had a hard time. 

General Ftemincs. Yes, sir. A double dose. It got the other barrel 
this time. It hit Danbury with an inundation flood and the same 
rain caused the Norwalk River of Connecticut to go up. That runs 
through the Merrit Parkway and did a substantial amount of damage. 

There were two other regions that were affected. One was around 
Stafford Springs, Conn., where I think about 11 inches of rainfall 
fell. It did not do any particular damage coming down, because the 
channels had been pretty well cleaned by the first one. 

Another peak was about 8 or 10 inches which landed generally 
north of Fitchburg, Mass., and affected some of the streams in the 
northern part of Massachusetts, and then drained down into the 
Merrimac Basin, which had sufficient capacity, so the intensitv and 
amount of rainfall just did not cause an awful lot of damage in the 
flow. 

In the headwaters in Massachusetts there was some damage, but 
that damage was minor compared to the damage done in other places. 
It was only minor because it was not so extensive. 

The places that got it the second time in addition to Ansonia were, 
as I mentioned, Ansonia, and the entire Westfield River again went 
on arampage. This time a control works at Knightsville was more 
affected due to the rainfall pattern than the first storm. In the first 
storm it got 58 percent full, and in this one 96 percent full in that 
reservoir. That undoubtedly contributed to a greatly reduced river 
flow. cresting downstream from it. 
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Mr. Jones. Now, General, the Water Resource Development report 
of the Corps of Engineers, which was published on January 1, 1955. 
has this statement in it: 

There has been a long record of damaging floods in the river basin of New 
England. Three major floods within the past 28 years are vividly recalled 
by many of us. These floods caused the loss of 43 lives »1d damages of about 
$265 million, of which $123 million occurred in Massachusetts. 

Now, I observe this is the same language and the same problem you 
have recited in every annual report for the last several years. Ts 
that true? 

General Ftem1ncG. That is correct. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Is that the basis of the statement you made in your 
address here in pet utford on July 14, and I quote from your statement, 
where you say 

Just as sure as I am standing here you will get another disastrous flood on 
the Connecticut River. 

Were you the author of that statement ? 

General Ftemine. Yes, sir. I made it. 

Mr. Jones. Then you are a man with vision. I will say that. 

General Fiemrne. Sir, I had horseshoes in my pocket when I made 
that statement. 

Mr. Jones. There was a damage of $265 million that occurred prior 
to the last two flood situations. What would the total dollar figure 
amount to at the present time, based on your preliminary estimates of 
loss and damages ? 

General Fieminc. Congressman, as you know, your first shot at 
damages is always apt to be high. We thought when the things first 
started that the flood damage in New England and New York and 
Pennsylvania might get up to about $1,200 million. 

Mr. Jones. $1,200 million? 

General Fiemine. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. According to the rules on authorizing and constructing 
projects, the rule of thumb that has always been adopted by the 
Congress is that the benefits should exceed the costs. Therefore we 
could justify an expenditure of over $1 billion on ‘pr ojects in the 
New England States. 

Mr. Bor ann. I think he is going to correct the figure. 

General Friemr1ne. I think subsequently that figure has phased 
down somewhat. 

Mr. Botanp. To what ? 

General Fremrnc. I would say in New England right now when 
vou add in the industrial losses which have occurred in this thing, like 
lost. production, you will probably get for the New England States 
alone somewhere up in the neighbor hood of $600 million. 

Mr. Botanp. The thing that bothers me about estimates is this: The 
Corps of Engineers on the first estim: i as you say, are pretty high, 
and it is very difficult to estimate total damage when the newspapers 
and the press and radio are playing up the big figures, as well as our 
local people too. It is natural to say, “Our town was hit the hardest.” 
But after sound reflection and when you get a look at the estimated 
damage, it is always almost half the original estimate. But now you 

come to the problem of what is the damage, because I have figures 
before me which indicate that the Civilian Defense Administrator says 
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the damage in the New England area caused by the flood of August 19 
totaled about $300 million. 

Why do you get that terrific disparity between the estimates of the 
Corps of Engineers and the Civil Defense Administrator ? 

General Fiemine. I do not know where they get their estimates. 
We still have our damage parties out. We have not completed the 
surveys on the first flood. When I added up $600 million and put that 
up, it is not only the direct physical damage, which I think people 
can figure up fairly rapidly, but it also includes some indirect damages. 
Mr. JonEs. The loss of life is not included in the computation of 

oss ? 

General Fiemine. No; but we are trying to allow for loss of produc- 
tion, and loss of wages in communities. 

Mr. Jones. In actual damages? 

General Fiemine. Yes, sir. I was in Waterbury about 2 weeks 
ago, and in one plant in Waterbury which was severely damaged in the 
first flood the estimate is that that plant will not be back in production 
until after the middle of November. That was 3 months’ time from 
August to the middle of November, which means a 3 months’ loss in 
production, and that is a terrifically huge plant. 

So I do not think until we get complete damages—not only direct 
physical damages, but indirect damages adequately assessed—I do 
not think anybody can pin the figure down. I think it will be about 
$600 million. 

Mr. Botanp. What will the flood of a week or so ago amount to? 

General Fremina. We think purely comparing the effects of the 
two of them, that it will reach about $50 million. 

Mr. Jones. What was the loss of life in the recent flood ? 

General Fiemine. I am not sure, sir. I think it was about 73. 

Mr. Jones. 73, in addition to 43 lives lost prior to January 1, 1955. 
That figure does not include loss of life prior to January 1, does it? 

General Fireminea. No, sir. The figure I gave you is a direct result 
of the August 18-19 flood. 

Mr. Jones. So that there is ample justification for a large expendi- 
ture of Federal funds to carry out flood control projects in the New 
England States—that is, as a result of the experience we have had 
in New England during the past 3 months? 

General Ftemine. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Jones. Going back to your speech of July 14, you said: 
There is little public pressure in New Hampshire and Vermont to protect 


Massachusetts and Connecticut. Indeed, a good deal of opposition has been 
generated. 






























General, do you feel that the generation of that opposition is still 
continuing ? 

General Fiemrne. I didn’t understand your question. 

Mr. Jones. I am quoting you in your speech of July 14, which says: 

There is little public pressure in New Hampshire and Vermont. 

First you said: 

We are powerless to give you protection unless you act. 


That is what you said in your speech. You referred to immediate 
local approval of such projects. 
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There is little public pressure in New Hampshire and Vermont to protect 
Massachusetts and Connecticut. Indeed, a good deal of opposition has been 
generated. 

General Fiemine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think that opposition is stil] in being and op- 
posed to flood control ? 

General Fitemine. No, sir. I donot. I think in August 18-19 and 
in October—I am still a little bit hazy as to what day it rained last 
week—but those two storms did an awful lot to remove the local 
opposition to flood control work. 

Mr. Jones. I have the Christian Science Monitor of Saturday, 
October 22, 1955, an article which contains this statement: 


UnITED STATES FLoop INSURANCE WAIVED 


New England’s terrific floods may generate a new kind of Federal aid in 
the form of flood insurance. President Eisenhower already proposed this and 
Members of Congress are ready to sponsor legislation. A Senate subcommittee 
will start hearings soon. The issue is whether the Federal Government should 
provide disaster insurance not now privately offered by private companies. 
Some hold the real solution lies in flood control, and that the Federal Govern- 
ment should move in to meet the problem through the building of dams and 
power development. New England States have traditionally opposed such 
Federal activity. 

Do you believe there will be opposition to the Federal development 
of flood-control projects now after the experience of recent floods? 

General Fiemina. No, sir. The opposition—let me put it this way: 
I don’t think that there was a direct and outspoken opposition. I 
think there was a very widespread apathy toward the construction of 
these flood-control works. If you can judge by the mail I have had 
since the flood of August 18-19, which is a pretty good indication, I 
think that local apathy has now turned around and is a very strong 
local demand for Federal flood control. 

Mr. Jones. I know that the Members representing this district and 
the districts affected have been very zealous in the prosecution of legis- 
lation, and in their effort to obtain appr ‘opriations for the construction 
have met with the same experience. It is my hope that, in order for us 
to protect the future interests of this area, we will have comprehensive 
development of water resources wherever we can in order to see that 
we do not have further experiences such as those which have taken 
place in recent months. 

General Fiemrna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Is there a navigation potential on the Connecticut River, 
and, if so, to what extent. 

General Fiteminec. There is up to Hartford, which is used right now. 
We have a project as far as Hartford and we dredge that in mainte- 
nance dredging. 

Mr. Jones. Is it used extensively ? 

General Fiemine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have a figure on the tonnage ? 

General Fiemina. While he is looking that up, there is a proposal 
to extend navigation upstream from Hartford. That has been sur- 
veyed. At the present time the extension materially above the city 
of Hartford just cannot stand up and be justified economically as to 
the cost of it. If it develops a little bit more, and if there is the possi- 
bility of hauling bulk cargoes of oil, then that could be extended on up. 





















































530 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Jones. If there is a dam constructed at Enfield then would it 
be economically feasible to justify the project ? 

General Fiemine. Later on? 

Mr. Jonrs. Yes, sir. 

General Fiemine. It may be, and the plans for the proposed Enfield 
Dam include a provision so that a navigation lock can be put around 
that structure later on if it proves feasible. 

Mr. Jones. The Connecticut Power Co., as I understand it, General, 
from an earlier witness, has an application in to the Federal Power 
i ainapapie pi for a license for the construction of a dam for the gen- 

‘ation of hydroelectric power at Enfield. Is that correct ? 

General Fremtne. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonrs. Does that application provide that the Corps of Engi- 
neers would put in locks ? 

General Fieminc. No, sir. It does not. It has the provision in 
there and the plans are so included that if the dam, or if the naviga- 
tion up there becomes economically feasible, then the lock could be 
put in. There is a lock 

Mr. Jones. How much additional cost will it be to the Federal Gov- 
ernment to supply lockage at a later date over the amount that it will 
cost to install it in the first instance ? 

General Fremine. Let me get at it this way. There is some lock- 
age there for small craft now. The plan for the new dam is that 
a larger lock could be built as it is envisaged. 

Mr. Jones. If the Connecticut Power Co. were to construct the 
dam, would it make inoperative the lockage they have there at the 
present time ? 

General FLeminc. No; it does not. 

Mr. Jones. It does not conflict with what they have now? 

General Fiemrna. It does not conflict with navigation interests at 
this time. If the navigation interests are inc reased or the necessity 
gets greater, then we have to put in a deeper channel and an addi- 
tional lock can be put in. 

Mr. Jones. What is the run of the river in cubic feet at Enfield? 

General Ftemine. We cannot answer that. We have the figures 
here, though. Can we dig it out? <A flow of 60,000 feet for navi- 
gation. 

Mr. Jones. I want the normal flow at the gaging station closest 
to Enfield. What is the average streamflow in cubic feet per second ? 

General Ftemine. We will have to look it up. 

Mr. Jones. So you were not overlooking the ultimate possibility 
of navigation on the Connecticut River? 

General FLEMING. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Of the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

General Fieminc. In Connecticut we do not have levees like they 
have on the southern rivers. The reason for that is, on the Connecti- 

cut you have a very steep stream with a steep slope in a very narrow 
valley. The city of Hartford gives a good desc ription of that. The 
protection works consist of a floodwall which ties into a high land at 
the north of the city, and also down on the south of the city. There 
are entrances through that floodwall through which the main roads 
and the railroads go which can be blocked off in time of emergency. A 
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pumping station is in the floodwall where you can take care of a large 
part of the thing. 

Mr. Jones. Who operates the pumping station ? 

General Fremine. The city of Hartford. It was completed by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Jones. And is maintained and operated by the municipality ¢ 

General Firemine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Are most of the authorized projects on the Connecticut 
River and its tributaries authorized under 308 reports, or have they 
been authorized subsequent to the 308 reports? 

General FLteminc. Most of them have been authorized subsequently. 
In general the original 308 report called for 10 dams, local protection 
works down bere, and 10 dams on the headwaters. That has been 
subsequently revised largely as a result of a 1938 storm. The project 
now calls for control of—the drainage area of the Connecticut River 
above the city of Hartford is roughly 10,000 square miles. The flood- 
walls and local protection works of the communities shown in green 
on the map were designed on the basis that the upstream reservoirs 
and tributaries would control roughly 25 percent of the basin—2,600 
miles, in other words, would be controlled in the reservoirs. The 
number of reservoirs will vary from time to time. 

Mr. Jones. What is the largest reservoir ? 

General Fremine. I think we have about 150,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Jones. How much land would it be necessary for the Federal 
Government to acquire to make a reservoir ? 

General Fremine. Not very much. These reservoirs on the Con- 
necticut River are small reservoirs. For instance, I think the largest 
one we have is about 150,000 acre-feet. This Knightville Reservoir 
on the Westfield is only 58,000 acre-feet. 

So all of the reservoirs we are talking about, compared to all of the 
reservoirs in other areas, are small projects. 

Mr. Jones. Have most of them been authorized under the Flood 
Control Act of 1944? 

General Fremine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Have any of them been authorized and justified on the 
basis that it is a drainage problem and not a flood-control problem ? 

General Fremina. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Krorrer. No, sir. 

General FLemine. ‘To answer your question on the amounts of acre- 
age involved, the biggest one is about 3,000 acres. 

Mr. Jones. Where is that located ? 

Mr. Kroprrer. Is that the largest one constructed ? 

General Fremine. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. If Congress were to make appropriations for a compre- 
hensive program, where would the first dam be to be constructed ? 
On the headwaters of the Connecticut River? 

General Freminc. No, sir. I think we would want—this would 
take a little bit of analysis. The first one we would want to build 
would probably be the Thomaston Dam on the Naugatuck River in 
Connecticut. I think the second one we would want to build—— 

Mr. Jones. Describe the dam. Is it just a flood-control project ? 
General Firemine. Yes, sir; only. 
Mr. Jones. Does it have any hydro potential ? 
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General FLemine. No, sir. 
Mr. Jones. Does it have any potential of developing industrial and 
municipal water supply ¢ 

General Fiemina. Very little, sir. That is a poor example to con- 
sider that type of application on. First, the flow in the Naugatuck 
is a very small flow. To develop an industrial or recreational pool, 
or anything like that at the Thomaston Dam, you will have to sur- 
render a considerable part of the flood-control potential of the reser- 
voir. If you accept the fact that this program has been studied in 
New England for a number of years, it happens to be the only feasible 
sits where that river can be controlled. It now takes about an 8-foot 
rainfall and controls roughly one-third of the basin of the Naugatuck 
River above the city of Waterbury. It cannot be increased in size 
because if you try to increase the height of the dam all it does is spill 
it over into neighboring valleys. You greatly increase the cost also, 
so that does not lend itself to that for that reason. 

Mr. Jones. Had that dam been constructed prior to the two recent 
floods, would it have given any substantial relief to the plain areas / 

General Ftemine. Yes sir. On the first flood, had that dam been 
constructed, I am sure they would have had a flood in Waterbury and 
at Ansonia, but not the devastation they got. The problem on the 
first flood was, or, rather, the aggravating cause was the terrific amount 
of debris that came down the river. Everything in the Naugatuck 
came loose. 

For instance, we found tank-truck trailers 15 to 20 miles away. 
We found a boxcar 5 miles away from where it broke loose. So these 
things went down the river, with lumber and automobiles and houses, 
and everything else piling up against the bridge, and you had a tem- 
porary jam. ‘Had the reservoir been constructed the debris would 
not have gone down. 

On the second flood I am absolutely convinced you would have 
been able to control it completely. 

To answer your question on the size of the reservoir, the biggest one 
involved is 4,500 acres of those constructed to date. It is in the 
Connecticut River and is the Birch Hill Reservoir. 

Mr. Jones. Those are unusually small land areas involved. 

General Fiemine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Why do you always have the fight of the rural areas 
against the urban areas when you start to develop these types of 
projects ¢ 

General Fiemine. The fight has been—— 

Mr. Jones. Is there a failure on the part of the people to under- 
stand just what would be accomplished, General ? 

General Fremine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Or is it like the experiences we get in Missouri and 
Kansas ? 

General Fremine. I think you have the problem of a failure to sell 
or convince the people who live in the reservoir areas of the necessity 
for the common good downstream which requires the construction of 
those reservoirs. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you think there is an understanding by the people 
in the reservoir areas, if these dams are constructed and give birth 
to new economic advantages for them, that it would increase the need 
for agricultural products | that are going to be raised and produced in 
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that area, and that it would increase the amount of tourist dollars 
flowing into the community, and all of those other things that are a 
direct benefit to those people? Do you think they understand that? 

General Fiemine. I think they should, sir; but I think there has 
been a lack—I won't say a lack of salesmanship in the past, but let me 
put it that there has been financially unsuccessful salesmanship in the 
past. to convince them. I would like to make an exception to that in 
the case of the Connecticut River. 

Mr. Jones. The hydrological data that have been supplied to me 
now is that all of the northern part of New Engiand and southern part 
of New England have the same problems. Why there cannot be an 
effort made to resolve those difficulties and go ahead with these projects 
is difficult for me to understand. 

General Fiemine. On the Connecticut River the differences have 
largely been resolved. The four States, and there are other people 
in the audience who can tell you better than I can about those dif- 
ferences—the four States involved in the Connecticut River are Con- 
necticut, Massachusetts, Vermont, and New Hampshire, and they have 
resolved their differences. 

Mr. Jonres. Iam glad to know that. 

General Fieminc. There are many congressional authorized proj- 
ects that have already been concurred in by those States. The dif- 
ferences are not resolved on some of the other streams as yet. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Botanp. Does the Soil Conservation Service have any of the 
small flood-control dams in New England ; do you know / 

General Fteminc. No,sir. They do not. 

Mr. Botanp. I know as of 1936 the Soil Conservation Service for 
the first time was authorized to build small dams on the headwaters 
of some streams. 

General FLemina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. But that has not happened in New England? 

General FLemine. Yes, sir. And as far as I know at the present 
time they have no programs for studying any of the river basins in 
New England. ; 

Mr. Botanp. I think throughout the United States they completed 
some 212 small dams on the upper waters. One of the recommenda- 
tions of the Hoover Commission, No. 6, was that the construction of 
headwater dams in the flood-control program of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. Do you have 
ny opinion on that recommendation ? 

General FLeminG. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. I can understand why you would not have. It is my 
opinion that it ought to be. I think that is one recommendation that 
probably is a recommendation of the Hoover Commission with which 
[ agree; namely, that the construction of headwater dams in the flood- 
control program of the Soil Conservation Service be transferred to the 
Corps of Engineers. 

The reason why I say that—and this is the first opportunity I have 
had to congratulate you and your organization for what it did in both 
catastrophes that visited New England—the reason why I say that 
is | think the Corps of Engineers have amply demonstrated to the 
American people and to the Congress their great worth as a real 
governmental agency. I think the manner in which it moved in this 
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area on August 18-19 and the days following the recent floods, gives 
an indication that this is a group of men who know what they are 
doing. 

I have seen evidence of it not only in New England, but on tours 
that I have made up and down the Missisippi River, and the Cumber- 
land River, and parts of the Tennessee, and the Allegheny, and the 
Monongahela. In every instance I found that the Corps of Engineers 
has done a magnific ent job, and sometimes they have done it under 
very trying circumstances. 

I think here in New England the problem of flood control and the 
damages we have would have been a lot less had the Congress listened 
to the Corps of Engineers some time ago. 

I think that if the States had gotten together when we had the Con- 
necticut River Flood Control Conference, and if the four States could 
have gotten together I think it would have saved us from some of the 
damage, and a great deal of the damage, I believe, that occurred, 
because of the past two floods. 

You made certain recommendations, or you are going to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget with them so that ‘they might be included in the 
fiscal 1957 budget. Can you tell us what rec :ommendations you have 
made for fiscal 1957 for the construction of dams and reservoirs, spe- 
cifically on the Connecticut River and down the other rivers? 

General Fremine. I can give you that generally, but I cannot give 
vou details on it because it is a part of the administrative action right 
now. We have recommended—and this recommendation was ap- 
proved as far as the executive branch was concerned—that there be 
an immediate diversion of $2 million from appropriated civil-works 
funds for the purpose of permitting us to start design work on about 
5 structures in New England which we considered critical. Origi- 
nally the Thomaston Dam, which I mentioned, is one of those. 

Those structures include works on the Connecticut, in the Thames 
Basin, and one job in the Blackstone Basin. 

We have also recommended, and this has been concurred in by the 
executive branch of the Government, that it seek a supplemental 1956 
appropriation of about $4,500,000 to permit a start of construction 
where we could do it this fiscal year on certain other structures. I am 
not at liberty to divulge the name of the structures. 

I do not know at the present time what the status of those two pro- 
posals is. The proposal on the initial $2 million was that this division 
get $1,500,000, and the North Atlantic division get $500,000, to handle 
a problem which developed in Pennsylvania where a project was au- 
thorized years ago and has never been authorized for action yet. 

Mr. Bonanp. It is my understanding that that particular phase has 
been approved by the leadership i in the Congress on both sides and by 
the White House, that is, the $2 million pha ise. I understand it was 
approv ed very recently by the leader ship of the full Appropriations 
Committee of the House. I understand it was just a matter of days. 

That money, as you say, was planning money ? 

General Fremtne. The $1,500,000. 

Mr. Botanp. Which we would divert from other projects ? 

General Fremina. Yes. That would be planning money which 
would permit us right now to start planning. I think the number of 
structures is five. The $4,500,000, which would be a supplemental 1956 
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appropriation, which I understand is also going to be sought, would 
permit initiation of construction this year w ithout w aiting until July 1 

There are certain things we could start doing. Some of them, ‘for 
example, require road and railroad relocations, which we could get the 
States started on now. 

Mr. Botanp. Getting the money at this time means the project will 
be completed at least 1 or 2 years before ordinarily would be the case. 

General Fremine. At least 1 year, and if we catch the construction 
season right it will be about 2 years. 

Mr. Botanp. Is there any provision for the construction of a dam 
at Littleville, Mass. ? 

General FLemina. No, sir. As you know, we have a directive to 
restudy this in the light of the storm. The Littleville project was 
first started under the New York-New England interagency compact— 
the Gold Book here. At that time the Littleville Dam was included 
as a recommended project. It was recommended by the interagency 
compact and we have not had time to put it in shape. 

Mr. Botanp. Will the Corps of Engineers recommend it ? 

General FLemine. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. For authorization ? 

General FLemina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. In the next session of Congress ? 

General FLemine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. With a possibility of getting some planning money if 
we get it through early e nough. 

General Frrmrna. Tf it is included in the authorization act. The 
action is already started, but we were overtaken by the flood before 
it got in. 

Mr. Bonanp. That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman, except 
T again want to compliment the Corps of Engineers and the New Eng- 
land division for what it has done with the problem which you were 
faced with on August 19. You never realized it would have hap- 
pened as quickly as it did. With this last problem you have had, 
I can imagine you have had little sleep. 

The Cor) ps of Engineers, officers and civilians, have done a magnifi- 
cent job in this area. 

General Firemine. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. General, would you supply for the record the estimate 
of damage caused by ‘the first flood, and the estimate of d: image of 
the second flood? I know, of course, and the record will show that 
those are preliminary estimates subject to correction at some subse- 
quent date. 

General FLemina. My estimate on the first flood, including the in- 
dustrial damage and loss of production, is about $600 million. 

Mr. Jongs. That is the first one? 

General Fiemina. Yes, sir. The August 18-19 flood. That is di- 
rect and indirect losses. 

Mr. Jones. And the second? 

General Fiemine. The second flood the same figure, direct and 
indirect, will probably come to about $50 million. I am talking now 
purely of the New England States. 

Mr. Jonxs. Yes, sir. That is all we are talking about. Just one 
more question. 
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We have been talking about flood control and water resources. 
Would you like to comment on the Hoover Commission’s report? 

General Fiemrna. I would prefer not to, sir. 

Mr. Jones. The staff informs me they would like to have the num- 
ber of lives lost in the first and second floods. 

General Fiemine. The loss of life directly attributed to the: flood 
of August 18-19 was 83. The loss of life directly attributed 
to the flood of October was 21. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, General Fleming, and you, Mr. 
Kropper. 

General Fremine. Thank you. 

Mr. Krorrer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonrs. The next witness will be Mr. John A. Volpe, represent- 
ing Governor Herter. 

We are glad to have you, Mr. Commissioner. I hope you will 
give my good wishes to the Governor. I had the pleasure of serving 
with him in the House. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. VOLPE, COMMISSIONER, DEPART- 
MENT OF PUBLIC WORKS OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Votre. I certainly shall, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and the other members of the committee, it is a 
privilege for me to attend these hearings on behalf of Governor 
Herter, whom you cordially invited to appear at these hearings. I 
realize all of you are cognizant of the tremendous damage which has 
occurred here in Massachusetts and other New England States both 
during the August floods and the more recent floods of a week ago. 
Tremendous destruction was visited upon both the residential and 
commercial properties of our citizens. It will be some time before 
a large number of our citizens are reestablished in their homes, and 
many months, in some cases, before business establishments will again 
be running normally. 

In addition to the great damage caused to private properties, damage 
which exceeded $50 million in Massachusetts alone was caused to 
public properties such as highways, bridges, water and sewage lines, 
sewage-treatment plants, municipal powerplants, and a variety of 
other public facilities. 

Governor Herter and his entire administration worked diligently 
to enact legislation as rapidly as possible to correct the damage that 
was done in order to immediately restore properties and eliminate 
hazards. We were rendered a tremendous amount of assistance by 
the Army’s Corps of Engineers for which we will ever be grateful, 
in addition to other Federal agencies which were thrown into the 
battle. Many months ago, as a matter of fact, 5 months before the 
floods occurred in August, at Governor Herter’s suggestion I met 
with the Massachusetts congressional delegation in Washington. I 
left with them a brief which indicated the vast number of flood-control 
projects as well as river and harbor projects which had previously been 
authorized by Congress. 

This is the report we submitted to them in February, I think it was. 

In this report we further ealled to the attention of our congressional 
delegation the pitifully small sums of money allocated to Massachu- 
setts and the other New England States, for flood control and river 
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and harbor work, as compared to other States in the country. As a 
matter of fact, we presented figures showing that Massachusetts over 
a 10-year period received less than one-half of 1 percent of the total 
amount appropriated for flood control and river and harbor work 
throughout the Nation. 

I might point out during the last 5 years a total of approximately 
$1,700 million was appropriated by the Congress for the entire country 
for flood control. Massachusetts received some $2,500,000 of that 
amount, of fifteen one-hundredths of 1 percent of the total amount of 
the program. 

Mr. Jones. You can assure the Governor I will certainly help in 
every way I can to change that figure. 

Mr. Votre. It is well to point out that Massachusetts paid approxi- 
mately 3 percent of the total tax dollars collected throughout the 
country. 

We do not believe it is a very equitable distribution, if I may put it 
that way, although we do not want to be too provincial, of course. 

As a result of this report, Governor Herter suggested to the New 
England governors that a governors’ conference committee on flood 
control be appointed to study the entire problem from a New England 
viewpoint. Governor Roberts, chairman of the New England gov- 
ernors’ conference, selected the committee for this purpose and hon- 
ored me by appointing me chairman. This committee, with some 
very fine, hard-working men on it, met in July and, with a great 
deal of assistance from the Army’s Corps of Engineers, developed 
recommendations for submission to the New Engl: and governors. Be- 
fore these recommendations could be acted upon, we were visited by 
the terrible catastrophe which happened on August 19. 

As a result of the floods in August, our committee reexamined its 
previous recommendations and submitted to the New England gov- 
ernors on September 23 revised recommendations calling for the 
expenditure of $34 million for flood control, and $12 million for navi- 
gation or river and harbor work. In addition to this, we requested 
that $4,900,000 be made available for advanced planning as soon as 
possible. $1,500,000 was to be made available, 1f possible, without 
waiting for the Congress to meet, and the other $3,400,000 to be made 
available as1 ‘apidly as possible in the 1956 session, so that the planning 
of these various projects which are so essential to New England might 
be carried out without waiting for several months for congressional 
action. 

We requested that $4,900,000 be made available for advanced plan- 
ning as soon as possible, but not later than the earliest days of the 1956 
session of Congress, so that the Corps of Engineers could proceed with 
this planning pending the availability of construction funds later in 
the 1956 session. 

The New England governors accepted these recommendations and 
they have been “forwarded to the President of the United St: ates, as 
well as to the Bureau of the Budget and to the New England congres- 
sional delegation. It is our sincere hope that these recommendations 
will be adopted by the Bureau of the Budget and looked favorably 
upon by the congressional committees that w vill have to pass on them, 
and that the Congress, in its good judgment, will appropriate the 
funds necessary. 
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If this comes about, it would be the first year effort of what we 
believe would be a 5-year program necessary to carry out flood-control 
measures, to alleviate and prevent the recurrences of devastating dam- 
ages which have been visited upon New England this year. 

Your chairman, Mr. Jones, in his invitation to Governor Herter, 
asked that the Governor express his opinion as to the effect of the 
recommendations contained in the Commission report on the carrying 
out of such plans. 

Governor Herter authorized me to say: 

The bipartisan Hoover Commission, after carefully considering the report of 
its task force on water resources and power, the investigations of the Commis- 
sion’s staff, and the experience of its members, made two recommendations that 
had a direct or indirect application to flood control. 

Recommendation No. 1 proposed that the Congress adopt a national water 
policy. This recommendation included nine suggested criteria for such a policy. 

The other recommendation bearing on the matter of flood control is reecom- 
mendation No. 6 in the same report, which recommends that the construction 
of the headwater dams in the flood-control program of the Soil Conservation 
Service of the Department of Agriculture be transferred to the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

I regard these as constructive suggestions and in the public interest. 

I am very happy to give you this short story, Mr. Chairman, and 
will be very happy to answer any questions which I may be able to 
answer. Iam sure there are other members of my committee whom 
I see present also who are much more well versed on flood control than 
Tam. I happen to be the Commissioner of the Department of Public 
Works in which the Division of Waterways is our function, but we 
will be happy to answer any questions you have. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Commissioner, have you examined the Task Force 
Report on Disaster Insurance ? 

Mr. Votre. I have not, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you want to make any observation on the various 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission as a Commissioner, in 
your own capacity ? 

Mr. Voter. I would rather not. I would rather stand on Governor 
Herter’s statement, if I may. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions ? 

Mr. Botanp. The New England governors’ conference committee’s 
recommendations, Mr. Commissioner, are that they recommend the 
construction of particular reservoirs; do they not ? 

Mr. Vopr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Are these the ones recommended? Barre Falls, 
Buffumville, East Brimfield, Hodges Village, West Hill Reservoir, 
Worcester diversion, Adams local protection, and North Adams local 
protection. Are there many others with those ? 

Mr. Votre. Those are the ones recommended in Massachusetts. 

Mr. Botanp. For Massachusetts ? 

Mr. Votre. And there are others recommended in various other 
States of New England. 

Mr. Boutanp. The Adams local protection and North Adams local 
protection are projects already underway with construction money 
actually appropriated or which was appropriated in the past session 
of Congress. 


Mr. Votre. Yes. 
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Mr. Botanp. I think one of the problems we have is the more rapid 
completion of some of the reservoirs or local protection works we 
have. What is the feeling of your Department or your Commission 
in reference to the authorization of the Littleville Reservoir on the 
middle branch of the Westfield? I do not find any recommendation 
on the Littleville. I wondered whether you discussed it. 

Mr. Votrr. It is one of those projects, Congressman Boland, that 
had not been previously authorized by the Congress. 

Our committee, in studying the overall recommendations believed 
if we would start trying to include projects which had not been au- 
thorized by the Congress as yet, we might well delay the overall pro- 
eram for some months, and possibly years. Therefore, in making 
our recommendations to the New England governors we believed it 
would be best to start off with those which had already been authorized, 
believing that would be one step in our favor, and that construction 
funds could be made more rapidly available because Congress would 
not have to wait to authorize the project. I sincerely believe other 
projects should be undertaken subject to further studies which the 
Corps of Engineers are now making together with other agencies of 
the various States to the end that possibly other recommendations may 
be forthcoming for the authorization of projects in addition to those 
which the Congress has already authorized. 

Mr. Boranp. In Massachusetts the Barre Falls Reservoir would 
alleviate to a considerable extent the damage caused by the Ware and 
Chicopee Rivers. Is that right? The Barre Falls Reservoir? 

Mr. Votre. Substantially that is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. The Buffumville Reservoir takes care of what 
problem ? 

Mr. Votre. That is on the French River primarily, which is a 
tributary of the Quinebaug. 

Mr. Botanp. And the East Brimfield would take care of the prob- 
lem at Southbridge and of the town of Putnam, Conn. ? 

Mr. Votrr. That’s right. 

Mr. Boranp. How about the Hodges Village Reservoir? Where 
is that located ? 

Mr. Votre. Also the French River. 

Mr. Boranp. And the Worcester Diversion, which is, of course, to 
save Worcester from the Blackstone ? 

Mr. Votre. That is right. 

Mr. Botanp. East and south of Worcester. 

Mr. Votre. I was speaking with the city manager this past week 
and I understand the city council has already or is about to vote a 
concurrence on this project. 

Mr. Boranp. The reason why it was not started before and the 
reason why it was not under construction or completed was because 
there was nonconcurrence on the part of the city of Worcester. 

Mr. Votre. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. Where is the West Hill Reservoir? 

Mr. Votre. That is on the Blackstone River at the towns of 
Uxbridge and Upton. 

Mr. Botanp. Those are all of the projects in which the governors’ 
conference committee is interested, and all of the projects in Massa- 

chusetts in which you are interested. Those are the recommenda- 
tions you are making to the Bureau of the Budget. 
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Mr. Votre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. And hoping to get some money for planning and 
construction in fiscal 1957. 

Mr. Votre. The planning money will be made available, we hope, 
in the spring of 1956. 

Mr. Boranp. It is my understanding a request for $1,500,000 has 
been approved, as I indicated to General Fleming, by the leadership 
of the Democratic and Republic chairmanships of the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committee. It is conceivable they can get 
a start in planning on some of the projects. 

Mr. Votre. The latest information I had was that it was approved 
by the leadership, and it is purely a question as to whether or not the 
funds can be actually transferred legally. 

Mr. Bonanp. That will be only an opinion of the Attorney General. 

Mr. Votre. I presume so. 

Mr. Boianp. That is all the questions I have, although I would like, 
Mr. Commissioner, to congratulate the Department of Public Works of 
Massachusetts for what it has done in the catastrophe in this area of 
August 19 and the one we had a couple of weeks ago. I think in 
some of my visits around here while you were working in the area 
I met you. I have informed the Democratic leader of the house, 
John Thompson, of what the legislature and the administration had 
done. I indicated to him Massachusetts had proceeded further and 
faster than any State visited by the devastation of August 19. 

The $55 million in bond issues passed by the State legislature was the 
first amount of money passed by any State to take care of local 
problems. 

Mr. Votre. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. 1 would like to ask you this question: Do you believe 
the Federal Government ought to continue to build dams and reser- 
voirs and pay the total cost of the acquisition of land, plus construc- 
tion of the dam, and maintenance and operation of the reservoir and 
dam? In other words, the Federal Government pays the entire cost 
of everything, of the dam and reservoir construction, and there is 
absolutely no contribution on the part of the local communities / 

Mr. Votre. I would venture this as a personal opinion only, Con- 
gressman. That is, in many cases I find a local contribution, no matter 
how small, is sometimes more indicative of the need for the project in 
some cases, and also the urgency with which the local folks would like 
to see the project accomplished. I think in most cases the chances are 
that the projects are of a broad scope and it is difficult to ask a small, 
isolated area for a contribution on a project which will generally bene- 
fit hardly at all the local folks there, but will be benefiting some area 
down the river. It is pretty difficult to ask the folks in that particular 
area to contribute to the cost of that project where they would benefit 
themselves only to a small degree. 

This is a difficult problem. I have it more or less on a smaller scale 
in our stream clearance and shore protection works, where we also ask 
for local contributions. It has its ramifications and sometimes is diffi- 
cult to resolve. I would say I feel where the benefits are sufficiently 
great that possibly a small local contribution might be in order. 

Mr. Boranp. I think you have hit the nub of the question. There 
are a lot of little communities which do not benefit from that type of 
flood-control construction. But in the matter of local protective works 
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and dikes you think they ought to continue with the present policy of 
the local communities supplying land and rights-of-way, and saving 
the Federal Government from the possibility of damage suits. Do 
you think we ought to continue as we do now 4 

Mr. Votre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BoLanp. Do you think the Federal Government should move 
away from flood control and that the little communities ought to 
assume a greater responsibility, or do you think that perhaps the Fed- 
eral Gov ernment ought to contribute more to the flood-control 
program ¢ 

Mr. Votre. I think the Federal Government ought to contribute 
more to the flood-control program. 

Mr. Botanp. In New England particularly. 

Mr. Vopr. In New E ngland particularly, I am very firmly con- 
vinced, it should accelerate greatly the spending it has done for flood 
control, as compared to some of the other areas of the country. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner. 

Mr. Voutrr. You are welcome. 

Mr. Jones. It is a pleasure to have you. 

I have a telegram from Dennis J. Roberts, the Governor of Rhode 
Island, which reads as follows: 

Representative Ronert EB. Jones, 
Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
Committee on Government Operations, Room 4840, New GAO Building: 

Thank you for the invitation to appear before your subcommittee in Spring- 
field, Mass., on October 24. Flood control and adequate related programs are 
vitally neeced in New England. Although I cannot appear at your hearings in 
person I would appreciate the opportunity to submit a statement to be included 
in the committee’s record. Such a statement will be submitted within a few days, 
Kind personal regards. 

DENNIS J. ROBERTS, 
Governor of Rhode Island, 

Without objection, the governor of Rhode Island will be permitted 
to insert his statement in the record at this point. 

Also for the record Governor Ribicoff addressed a communication 
to me, making known his desire to insert his statement in the record. 
Both statements will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(Governor Roberts’ statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. DENNIS J. Roperts, Governor, STATE OF Rope IsLanp 


I am honored to have the opportunity to present to your subcominittee my 
thoughts in regard to the Hoover Commission report on water resources and 
power and its relationship to the future development of Rhode Island and New 
England. In recent years, the State of Rhode Island and other sections of New 
England have experienced difficult economic conditions due to a general decline 
in the textile industry on which our economy is largely based. This has ad- 
versely affected the employment situation throughout the region. Floods and 
hurricanes last year and this year dealt New England another serious blow. 
It is against this hard and realistic background that I am forced to judge many 
of the activities and proposals which come before me. I am particularly con- 
cerned with improving the economic conditions of the State and region and with 
finding solutions for problems over which we seem to have little control. 

On this basis, I am forced to submit to your subcommittee an expression of 
disappointment with several aspects of the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission. ‘This is true primarily in the field of developing the full potentials of 
the resources of the region. Rhode Island, itself, is limited in its natural re- 
sources, but, nevertheless faces many of the same problems of the larger States, 
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and Rhode Island, as part of the larger region of New England, depends on the 
strength of that region. 

The recommendations of the Commission, particularly with reference to over- 
coming the disadvantages from which New England suffers because of high power 
costs, are not designed to make as dramatic a contribution to economic develop- 
ment as has been demonstrated in other sections of the country. 

The scope of many of the problems we face in developing natural resources and 
in developing a complete program of protection from natural disasters is beyond 
the means of a single State, or, of a single region in many cases. I am con- 
vinced that flood control and hurricane protection is a national problem. Only 
the Federal Government with its resources can attempt to harness nature for the 
eommon good. 

I am also convinced that power rates play a very important role in regard to 
the location of basic industrial plants which we need in New England to 
strengthen our economy. Every effort must be made to remove the local dis- 
advantage of high power costs from which New England suffers. Our efforts 
must include not only the full development of our natural resources, but also an 
early application of atomic reactor generation of electric power. The recom- 
mendations cf the Hoover Commission report tend to underestimate the need 
for these major steps. 

In regard to flood control, I wish to compliment the record of the Army Corps 
of Engineers but I would also like to point out that the Corps of Engineers can- 
not achieve satisfactory results for flood control operating on a shoestring as they 
have in the past in New England. Recently, the New England Governors’ Con- 
ference, of which I am chairman, submitted to the President a series of recom- 
mendations in regard to financing a program of flood-control and beach-erosion 
works as well as the need for expediting the survey of hurricane protective 
devices for the New England region. The President has given me his assurance 
that these matters will receive the attention and support of the administration 
in the coming session of Congress. 

In your visit to New England you have seen the extent of the devastation 
brought about by the most recent disasters. I ask your support for a Federal 
program of legislation aimed at reducing and eliminating future dangers from 
natural disasters and I urge your subcommittee to press for legislation in the 
field of water resources and power which will result in a positive approach to 
the problem. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be Mr. J. William Belanger of 
the New England Conference of CIO Councils, to be accompanied by 
representatives of the State CIO councils. We have Mr. Mitchell 
Sviridoff, Lawrence Spitz, John Driscoll, Thomas Pitarys, Daniel 
Gallagher, and George Jabar. 

Mr. Belanger will be the spokesman. 

Mr. Betancer. Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence we would like 
Mr. Driscoll from Connecticut, who is secretary -treasurer of the Con- 
necticut CIO council, to speak now in order to make a _ ine. 

Mr. Jones. Fine. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr, Driscoll. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. DRISCOLL, SECRETARY-TREASURER, CON- 
NECTICUT CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS COUNCIL 


Mr. Driscort, My name is John J. Driscoll. I am secretary-treas- 
urer of the Connecticut State CIO council. The office of our organi- 
zation is at 449 Monument Street, Waterbury, Conn. 

In Connecticut we have been the hardest hit of the Northeastern 
States by both the August 19 and October 15 floods. We cannot bring 
back to life the scores of people who perished in these disasters ; but 
we may be able to do something about preventing a recurrence of the 
terrible damage to homes, business, and industry which has struck 
twice now within 2 months. 

On behalf of the Connecticut CIO council, I wish to support the 
proposals for flood control and regional development which will be 
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made here today by William Belanger, president of the New England 
Conference of CIO Councils. 

I wish to emphasize a few of Mr. Belanger’s points by making ref- 
ence to the Connecticut situation, with which I am most familiar. 

First, a special session of Congress should be called to appropriate 
immediately the necessary funds for carrying out the program of 
Federal aid which we all agree is urgent. 

I am afraid that if we del: ay action until the regular session of Con- 
gress, many additional months will be lost before actual construction 
of dams can be started. Each month of delay is another month of 
peril to the people in the danger areas of our river valleys. The peo- 
ple in these areas in Connecticut are so apprehensive after being struck 
twice, that now they actually are afraid when it begins to rain. 

In the lower Naugatuck Valley, for example, busimessmen and in- 
dustrial management people as well as factory workers are demanding 
action to defend themselves from the river. They want to have the 
Army engineers dredge the river as a first step, to deepen its channel. 
This is, of course, only a temporary expedient. The only long-term 
protection they can get from floods is a dam at Thomaston, a project 
drafted by the Corps of Engineers and previously authorized by 
Congress. 

But work on this project cannot be started until Congress appro- 
priates the $6 million or more which the dam will cost. If Congress 
acted next month, work could probably be started before the ground 
freezes. If Congress waits until next spring or summer, the valley 
will be exposed to another full season of hurricane and flood dam: wes. 

So a special session of Congress is the first requirement. I hope 
this committee will support that proposal. 

Secondly, with respect to Federal disaster insurance, I suggest that 
many ordinary people who have lost homes and small-business estab- 
lishments in the last two floods are not going to be helped by insurance 
for the future. Many of these are not eligible for aid by Red Cross, 
and to borrow even at low interest rates means starting all over for 
many of them. 

To rebuild their homes and businesses, why should not Federal 
flood insurance be made retroactive to cover these last two floods, at 
least?) Anything they may have received from Red Cross would be 
deducted, naturally; but if we can help people be compensated for 
losses in next year’s floods, why not help those who have been hard hit 
by the last two? 

i believe that such a program would have to be carefully worked out, 
to prevent boondogeling; but I am convinced that present programs 
of State and Federal aid—at least those I know about—will not help a 
large number of individuals who deserve actual financial aid right 
now. 

For large industrial corporations with greater resources and the 
capacity to absorb much of their losses through tax writeotfs, such a 
program as I suggest would not apply. But possibly they could be 
granted certificates of necessity by the Federal Government for the 
equipment and buildings which they have had to replace. 

I hope : eer committee will give some study to this idea, which may 
be novel, but I believe to be sound and equitable. If we can afford 

$34 billion or more for Federal defense spending this year, we should 
be able to afford half a billion for the rehabilitation of our people. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Driscoll. 
Have you reviewed the task force discussion of disaster insurance 
contained in volume 3 of the task force report ? 

Mr. Driscoiti. No, I have not, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions? 

yq 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Driscoll. 

Mr. Driscotit. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr, Belanger. 


STATEMENT OF J. WILLIAM BELANGER, PRESIDENT, NEW ENGLAND 
CONFERENCE, CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 
COUNCILS 


Mv name is J. William. Belanger. I am president of the New 
England Conference of CIO Councils. 

To the workers of the region, floodwaters are not only a menace to 
be controlled, but also a great asset which can be stored and used for 
stream regulation and power. With proper planning and unified 
Federal development, the storage and release of such waters will also 
contribute to pollution abatement, water supply and recreation. 

Rivers are thus an important nart of the common wealth to be 
harnessed for the benefit of all. We would point out that, following 
devastating floods in New England nearly a generation ago, the 
Boston Society of Civil Engineers concluded that the construction of 
power storage reservoirs w ‘ould afford New England the best flood- 
control program. 

From this point of view we are convinced that adoption of the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission in this field, resting on 
the ‘colossal misrepresentation found in the report of a power-trust- 
minded Task Force on Water Resources and Power, would contribute 
a blow at the welfare of New England from which it would probably 
never recover. 

Actually, the effect of the Hoover recommendations would be to 
fasten permanently on New England the restrictive water resources 
policy which the private power monopolists have so far been able to 
maintain through their influence in the governments of some of the 
several States. That policy has so far never had Federal sanction, 
except through the administrative decisions of the Eisenhower admin- 
istration, which is reported to be putting into effect the Hoover 
Commission recommendations so far as it can without the sanction of 
Coneress. 

This administrative misinterpretation of the country’s water re- 
sources and power legislation can be quickly reversed by Congress and 
the people. But such reversal might be postponed until too late if 
Congress itself, as a result of misinformation and utility propaganda, 
should modify existing laws to give force to the Hoover Commission 
recommendations. Action by the Congress itself may be postponed 
until too late if New England’s water problem is not resolved in the 
immediate future. Our area is the most studied of any in the world. 
The time has come for action, and the sooner the better. We of CIO 
in New England feel the time has come for a special session of the 
Federal Congress. 
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We urge this committee, and the New England congressional dele- 
gation, to help us get the extensive and special attention which the 
recent floods again prove we need to finally solve New England’s 
water-control problems. Federal action is long overdue and a special 
session is necessary because authorization of the program and appro- 
priation of the necessary funds cannot be delayed by the usual proc- 
esses of next January’s session of Congress if we are to have the op- 
portunity to contain similar floods in 1956 or 1957. Congress can and 
must act on proposals for a system of disaster insurance in sufficient 
time to benefit areas which might be affected by next spring’s freshets. 


PRIVATE POWER COMPANIES OF NEW ENGLAND BLAMED 


We feel that the private power companies of New England today 
must shoulder a tremendous burden of responsibility for the flood 
damages which portions of this region have suffered, as well as for 
the excessive electric rates which are restricting the region’s use of 
electricity, thereby cramping its business expansion and industrial 
progress. 

By this, we do not mean to imply that the multiple-purpose projects 
for flood control and hydroelectric power, which have been planned 
or considered for the region’s major river basins, would have protected 
all the areas hit by the particular floods of 1955. What we do mean 
is that the continuous influence of the power companies on the region’s 
public opinion and governmental policy has kept New England from 
getting its fair share of the Federal multiple-purpose water resources 
programs which would have provided not only flood control power 
reservoirs affording maximum protection against basinwide floods, 
but also single-purpose fiood-control reservoirs and local flood pro- 
tection works on smaller streams not adapted to multiple-purpose 
development. 

We all know the extent to which the private power companies, to 
maintain their monopoly position, have played up regional attitudes, 
including the so-called “sturdy independence” of New Englanders, 
and suggested objections to reservoir occupancy of valley lands as a 
means of blocking Federal multiple-purpose river-basin development. 
And within the last few months we have learned where the rejection of 
Federal programs has brought us. 

We of CIO are convinced that if this policy, which has thwarted 
comprehensive river-basin development in New England for nearly 
20 years, is given congressional sanction through approval of the 
Hoover Commission recommendations, it will mean higher electric 
rates and less flood control for New England. This will seriously 
affect the region’s industrial activity. It will be reflected in less em- 
ployment and lower living standards. 

On the other hand, our members feel certain that a vigorous Federal 
program of multiple-purpose river-basin development in the region 
will not only assure maximum flood control, but also will show the way 
for very substantial reductions in the electric rates charged by the 
region’s private power systems, without interference with their 
-armings. 

We are in favor of the prompt undertaking of such a Federal New 
England river-development program. 
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A COMPREHENSIVE RIVER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR NEW ENGLAND 


In amplifying this general point of view, I want to emphasize first 
the importance to New England of a program for catching and stor- 
ing floodwaters, rather than simply catching them and then letting 
them out as rapidly as the capacity of the river within its banks will 
permit. wr 

The Connecticut River, for example, reveals the extreme variations 
in flow which are characteristic of all New England streams. During 
the March 1936 flood the flow at Hartford reached a maximum of 
513,000 cubic feet per second. On the other hand, the average monthly 
river flow in the same vicinity reached a low of 2,890 cubic feet per 
second in September and October 1930. Now we all know how dis- 
astrous the high flows are, but we sometimes forget that the low flows 
result in shortages of water for industrial purposes and increased 
pollution concentrates until they become a nuisance. This means that 
« sound flood-control program requires more storage for river regu- 
lation. 

Projects have, at one time or another, been included in the plans 
for this river which, in addition to controlling floods, would have 
more than doubled the low flows. Furthermore, they would have pro- 
vided much good hydroelectric power. These projects are available 
for undertaking today, if we can get the New England States to cast 
off the reactionary private power company influence which has pene- 
trated almost every agency of government. But, even if the New 
Kngland States free themselves of this power company dictatorship, 
they will be checkmated if the Hoover Commission recommendations 
are put into effect at the national level. 


PRESIDENT’S WATER RESOURCES POLICY COMMISSION RECOMMENDS SOUND 
MULTIPLE-PURPOSE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR NEW ENGLAND RIVERS 


The situation today is summed up in the report of the President's 
Water Resources Policy Commission, volume IT, Ten Rivers in Amer- 
ica’s Future, issued in 1951. This survey points out with respect to 
the Connecticut River Basin that no projects— 


which include hydroelectric powerplants are presently recommended for 


con- 
struction by any Iederal agency. 


It. notes that 21 flood-control reservoirs were authorized for Federal 
construction but— 
because of local opposition to such reservoirs, only five of these have been con- 
structed and placed in operation, 
The study further states that the 953,000 kilowatts of undeveloped 
hydroelectric power in the basin— 
could be used within the basin, integrated with steam electric power in the 
present power system, or if desired by the local people, it could be used, in part, 
in a separate system integrated with base-load power from the International 
Rapids project on the St. Lawrence River. 
Since the issuance of that report, private power interests have under- 
taken two developments rated at a combined total of 144,000 kilowatts 
in the Commission’s estimate of undeveloped power in this basin. So 
the present potential would be slightly over 800,000 kilowatts. 
Phe Water Resources Policy Commission recognized that the de- 
velopment of a sound multiple-purpose program in the basin presents 






ogee 
A ES = 


ee 


tab td pe Paine 


ete 


f 
4 
: 

















pre 
thi 
por 
tice 
ties 
pu 
res 
col 
tia 

q 
the 
sib 
a ¢ 
ad 
ha 


La 
no 
Ce 
we 
ea 
cle 


qt 


th 
I 
ke 
CC 

au 






7 SE lc Nc li tenn ih al Ma 5 hn 0 il GA les a aaa eels a as co Sala 3 


te 


siren. 


Se > 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 547 


problems involved in the inundation of valley floors, but indicated that 
this merely required the selection of sites for conservation storage and 
power which would hold interference with existing land use to a prac- 
tical minimum. In fact, it pointed out that, because of these difficul- 
ties, every advantage should be taken of the possibilities of multiple- 
purpose storage and that there should be systemwide management of 
reservoir operations to permit the maintenance of pools at relatively 
constant levels during the recreation season. After listing the poten- 
tial projects, the Commission said: 

The many possible reservoirs can greatly extend the recreation base, improve 
the low flow of streams, and greatly reduce the floodflows. The power pos 
sibilities are such that if a properly integrated system is established it can be 
a catalyst that may place New England on the same basis or even at some 
advantage over many other areas in electric rates. The people of the region 
have a choice—a status quo or a great integrated development. 

A preliminary reconnaissance of the possibilities of combining St. 
Lawrence power with certain power developments in the streams of 
northeastern New York and northern New England, prepared for the 
Commission, revealed possibilities which are of great interest to the 
workers and farmers of New England and, in fact, the entire North- 
east. The combination selected included about 40 percent of the un- 
developed waterpower, exclusive of the St. Lawrence and Passama- 
quoddy, in the combined areas. 

The report shows that, serving what then was a normal system load, 
the St. Lawrence project and the selected projects mainly in New 
engl: ind streams would have a combined dependable capacity of 
1,866,000 kilowatts with coordinated oper: iden, as compared with a 
corresponding figure of only 1,450,000 kilowatts if operated sep- 
arately. The report says: 

The gain due to coordination would result from the use of the International 
Rapids project for base load in support of the peak power capacity of the listed 
river plants, and from the use of peak load power at the river plants in Co- 
ordination with the base load of the International Rapids project. 

The report further points out that another advantage would be 
derived from the diversity of seasonal power, which it explains as 
follows: 

For instance, in 1934 the low St. Lawrence flow and power would have been 
supported by normal power from New England rivers, and again in 1930 the 
St. Lawrence flow and power was above the average and would have supported 
the deficiency of energy from New England rivers. 

The report estin ated that the cost of the combined hydro power 
from the 52 projects included in the coordinated program, delivered 
to markets, would be about 6 mills per kilowatt-hour for the 9.7 billion 
kilowatt-hours available after allowance for transmission losses. This 
compares with power costs approximately double that figure tod: LY. 

Public development of the great Niagara resource would add about 
1,500,000 kilowatts of capacity and nearly 8 million kilowatt-hours of 
energy to this low-cost power combination. 

It is our view that such a program would result in tremendous gains 
for New England in the way of lower electric rates for homes and 
farms, and lower power costs for business and industry. The region 
has so far forfeited its opportunity to share in these important possi- 
bilities with a resultant loss in jobs and industry. But if thee _ anges 

Federal water resources and power policy recommended by the 
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Hoover Commission should become effective through Congressional 
action, or administrative misinterpretation of existing Taws, the 
region’s opportunity to redeem this source of prosper ity “and growth 
might be permanently closed. 

The President’s Water Resources Policy Commission’s 1951 study 
of the Connecticut River Basin concludes that— 


multiple-purpose reservoirs for power and conservation are necessary for com- 
plete use of the basin’s water resources. 


It concludes further that— 
construction should not be initiated on single-purpose projects which would 


displace multiple-purpose development until the multiple-purpose possibilities 
have been fully explored. 


This conclusion applies to most New England rivers. 


NEW ENGLAND-NEW YORK INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE REPORT (1955) 
REFLECTS HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 


We of CIO are very much concerned about the fact that the general 
policy embodied in the recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
is reflected in the reports of the New England-New York Inter- 
Agency Committee. And we are particularly concerned because the 
report of that committee indicates that the results will be less flood 
control and less hydroelectric power for New England. 

The New England-New York Inter-Agency Committee report shows 
that, with the flood-control projects already completed and in opera- 
tion, the 1927, 1936, and 1938 floods, if repeated, would still cause 
damage estimated at $105 million, $289 million, and $178 million, 
respectively. 

The report states that the projects included in what it terms the 
plans offer a potential additional storage of 8,138,070 acre-feet in the 
river basins included in the studies. Most of this is in New E ngland. 
But the report proceeds to set the projects up as two separate pro- 
grams, a single-purpose flood-control program with flood-control stor- 
age totaling 1,210,000 acre-feet and what is essentially a multiple- 
purpose program with potential storage estimated at 6,923,070 acre- 
feet. The latter figure, representing more than five times the poten- 
tial storage shown for flood control only, is described as— 


for power, water supply, navigation, and combined power and flood control. 


Approximately 4,422,000 acre-feet of this potential conservation 
storage reservoir capacity is in Maine and could be associated with 
the development of about 1,200,000 kilowatts of new hydroelectric 
capacity. The combination of this storage and hydro, operated in 
coordination with the proposed Passamaquoddy tidal project, would 
greatly improve the economy of that undertaking and the combination 
would contribute much to needed industrial development in that State. 
About 978,000 acre-feet of the storage is in the rivers of New York 
State, and 115,000 acre-feet is now under development by a private 
power company on the upper Connecticut. The balance could be 
used either in substitution for or to augment the protection afforded 
by the proposed single-purpose flood- control reservoirs in the rest of 
New England and would offer the region at least 600,000 kilowatts of 
additional hydroelectric capacity. 
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The report treats the multiple-purpose projects, which include 
New E sealed hydroelectric power, to a total of 1,870,000 kilowatts, as 
simply an inventory. Furthermore, they evaluate the projects on the 
basis of private development on a single-purpose basis. Although 
the report says that— 

the power projects would provide benefits by storing large quantities of water 
in the upper portion of the basins during spring floods— 

t also says: 

No monetary benefits have been assigned to flood control, pollution abatement, 
water supply, and recreation resulting from improved streamflow provided by 
storage included in the plan. 

As a result of this essentially single-purpose kind of river-basin 
planning, and the assumption that the power would be developed only 
by private power companies, rather than as part of the same kind of 
Federal programs as have benefited other regions, the New England- 
New York Interagency Committee was able to report total annual 
power benefits less than total annual costs for all major rivers in New 
England except the St. John River in northern Maine. In the case of 
the St. John River, with most of the potential power located at a 
single site, the benefits were found only just barely equal to costs. 

This means that the multiple-purpose progr: am with about 85 per- 
cent of the potential flood storage contained in the committee’s so- 
called plans are in general found to be economically unjustifiable, 
while the single-purpose flood-control projects with the remaining 15 
percent of the potential flood storage are found to be fully justified by 
benefits exceeding costs. Yet, in discussing the adequacy of the pro- 
vision for flood control, the interagency committee finds need for 
some power reservoirs, for it says: 

The flood-control plans, as augmented by the power reservoirs that may be 
constructed, and the land-treatment measures, if installed, would provide a 
high degree of protection to major damage centers. 

This approach, with thé development of power left to private enter- 
prise, expresses the general policy outlook of the Hoover Commission 
recommendations. ‘learly it would deprive the people of New Eng- 
land of the full possibilities in the way of flood control and stream 

regulation for improvement of low river flows with resulting benefits 
to domestic and industrial water supply as well as to recreation. But, 
of even greater importance, it would deprive the region of full 
development of its hydroelectric resources. 

Abundance of low-cost electric power is a matter of tremendous 
importance to the future of any region in the modern electrical civil- 
ization which America is building. Already estimates of a few years 
ago as to America’s power requirements by 1970 and 1975 are proving 
too conservative. So, we have the latest estimate of the trade journ: al 
Eletcric World in its September 17, 1955, issue, that the country will 
require about 1,560 billion—over 11% trillion—kilowatt-hours of elec- 
tricity in 1970. ‘This is about 3 times the 545 billion kilowatt-hours 
which represent the country’s overall demand in 1955. 

If New England is to keep pace with the United States as a whole, 
this means that within the next 15 years something like 10 to 12 million 
kilowatts of additional electric generating c apacity must be added 
to the region’s existing powerplants. The New E ngland-New York 
Interagency Committee report indicates that nearly 2 million kilo- 
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watts of this could be hydroelectric power. Actually, if the region 
gave wholehearted support to sound Federal multiple-purpose pro- 
grams for the region, getting away from the Hoover-type policy which 
has arrested this kind of progress in this region for nearly 20 years, 

the New England hydro potential would unquestionably be found 
closer to the 3-million-kilowatt level estimated by the Federal Power 
Commission in its January 1953 report on the hydroelectric power 
resources of the United States. The Corps of Engineers, with the 
cooperation of the Federal Power Commission, has done all the pre- 
liminary planning work so that a shift to a true multiple-purpose 
program need cause no delay in providing adequate flood control for 
the region. 


HIGHLE ELECTRIC RATES HOLD BACK INDUSTRIAL EXPANSION 


Here in New England, with high electric rates we hold back the 
industrial expansion. New Engl: and will not keep pace with the rest 
of the United States in expansion of power requirements if electric 
rates remain at their present high levels in this area. Polls of New 
England manufacturers reveal at least 25 precent of them replying 
that high power costs in the region are a competitive handicap. 

Mr. Jones. That is the report of the Federal Reserve bank to which 
you refer—the 25 percent? 

Mr. Betancer. And one the New England economy. 

Mr. Jones. That inquiry was made by the Federal Reserve bank. 

Mr. BeLancer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. In making those calculations. 

Mr. Betancer. Economic studies such as the “Report on the New 


England Economy,” prepared in 1951 for the President’s Council of 
Economic Advisers, indicate that, along with high fuel costs, high 
power costs tend to weaken the competitive position of many New 
England manufacturers. And this report adds: 


To some extent, however, manufacturers in New England have responded 
to the higher level of rates by holding down their power consumption. 

This can mean only that high power rates have kept New England 
manufacturers from modernizing their plants—and modernization 
we need. And many of our members can testify that this has resulted 
in lowered ability to compete with the more modern factories being con- 
structed where the cost of electricity is lower, and that we have really 
found out. 

The Electrical World shows that to participate with the rest of the 
country in the progress which is going to mean full employment, a 
shorter workweek, and higher living standards in 1970, the consump- 
tion of electric power per manhour of work in industry must rise 
from the present level of about 7.7 kilowatt- ai to 14 kilowatt-hours. 
Using the graphic interpretation of these figures used by President 
Gadsby, of “the Utah Power & Light Co., this will mean an increase 
from 165 to 300 in the crew of “unseen” workers at the command of 
each visible worker on our production line. 

The workers I represent are convineed that big reductions in power 
rates must be brought about to enable the region to participate fully 
in this kind of progress. And they are equally convinced that the 
necessary reductions in rates will come only through an effective Fed- 
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eral multiple-purpose program for the rivers of New England, with 
hydroelectric power marketed under the same policy which has been 
effective in the Tennessee Valley Authority and Bonneville (Grand 
Coulee) Power Administration areas. 

We are also seriously inconvenienced in our homes by the fact that 
New England residential electric rates are the highest in the country. 
The Federal Power Commission report on typical electric bills for 
1954 shows that our average homes would have to pay $8.85 for 250 
kilowatt-hours a month use of electricity in Massachusetts, $8.75 in 
Vermont, $8.74 in Rhode Island, $8.26 in New Hampshire, and $7.63 
in Connecticut. These high bills compare with bills for the same level 
of consumption in the TVA and Bonneville areas averaging $4.92 in 
Tennessee, $5.53 in Alabama, $6.40 in Georgia, $6.47 in Kentucky, 
$4.63 in Washington, $5.36 in Oregon, and $6.41 in Idaho. 

Small wonder that our average residential use of electric ity is low, 
as shown by the following comparisons from the Federal Power Com- 
mission report for 1953: 


Average annual home use 





New England: Kilowatt-hours | Low-rate areas: Kilowatt-hours 
Lewiston Maine________---~ 1, 741 | Chattanooga, Tenn_________ 7, 020 
PERO ON ie csinsints eewenne 1, 825 | MAOIST Riis hE citesctint Series 6, 23 
Rutland, Vt i » cealec ana. Spokane, Wash_-___-------~ 6, 041 
Springfield, Mass___--____- 1, 761 | peatee, Wasne...._.._..... 64a 
Providence, R. I___-_____-__- 1, 230] Portland, Oreg_______ ___.. 5, 682 
Waterbury, Conn__.__.--_.. 2, 625 | a a) | 5, 537 


Actually, high residential rates have a direct effect not daly on the 
convenience of our homes, but on the electric-appliance business and 
employment in the electric-appliance industry. For, as shown by the 
trade paper Electrical Merchandising in its January 1955 issue, if 
1954 sales of appliances in New England per 1,000 homes and farm 
customers had measured up to those in Tennessee, there would have 
been a market for 43,000 more refrigerators, 57,000 more ranges, 53,000 
more water heaters, 45,000 more freezers, 205,000 more air conditioners, 
95,000 more washers, 60,000 more radios, and 296,000 more television 
sets than were sold in New England in that vear 


HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS WOULD BLOCK SOUND PLAN FOR 
NEW ENGLAND 


Time does not permit me to go into all aspects of the use of New 
‘ngland’s river-basin resources to indicate how their proper develop- 
ment would be ser iously prejudiced by the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations. 

The workers | represent are interested in improvement of the navi- 
gation channel in the Connecticut River to Hartford. They are inter- 
ested in the extension of that inland waterway to Springfield and 
Holyoke through Federal construction of the multiple-purpose En- 
field Rapids project above Hartford. They feel that this would help 
the region industrially. But they are convinced that the Hoover 
Commission recommendation, which would change the Nation’s estab- 
lished inland navigation policy to include user ch: arges, would mate- 
rially reduce the advantages to be obtained from this improvement. 

Similarly, we are interested in the region’s recreational resources. 
But we feel that the best use of these resources can be attained only 
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through a sound multiple-purpose program. If time permitted we 
could show how the single-purpose approach might seriously inter- 
fere with the recreational opportunities offered by two of the rivers 
in Maine. Furthermore, we would point out that the improvement in 
streamflows, resulting from the construction of multiple-purpose 
storage reservoirs, coupled with effective pollution control, can provide 
a tremendous contribution to the weekend and evening recreational 
opportunities near the homes of the people. 

But it is the recommendations of the Hoover Commission for funda- 
mental changes in Federal power policy which we feel strike a blow 
at the heart of sound Federal river-basin programs, and I will con- 
clude my statement by urging the Congress of the United States to 
reject these recommendations and take the necessary steps to see that 
— are not carried out by administrative action of the executive 

‘anch of the Government. 

Specifically, we urge rejection of the recommendation that the Fed- 
eral Power Commission be given authority to fix rates for Government 
power sales. The proper function of that C ommission is to regulate 
private corporations engaged in a public service industry. We wish it 
would show more zeal in performing this function in the public in- 
terest. We also recommend rejection ‘of the standards which the Hoo- 
ver Commission recommends for rates charged for power from Fed- 
eral projects. The costs of public, not private power, should be the 
basis for electric rate yardsticks. 

We urge rejection of the Hoover Commission recommendations 
which would abolish the preference to public bodies and cooperatives 
in the sale of power from Federal projects. The Federal Government 
should accept a special responsibiilty for power supply to the people’s 
nonprofit electric systems because this alone can assure the competition 
which will keep all electric rates down. 

We urge rejection of the Hoover Commission recommendation 
which would prevent Federal construction of transmission lines and 
steam electric stations, where such facilities are required to assure 
competitive power supply i inaregion. The recommendation against 
steam-plant construction constitutes a very serious challenge to the 
right of the people to develop low-cost power from the great atomic:: 
energy resource which has been brought into being by huge investment 
of public funds. 

We urge rejection of the Hoover Commission recommendation 
which would throw Federal power programs on the mercy of the 
private financial market for needed funds for expansion. The people 
have a right to full use of their own credit for the development of 
Federal power undertakings. 

We urge rejection of the Hoover Commission recommendation 
which would attempt to make the Eisenhower policy of Federal part- 
nership with private power monopoly the law of the land. This 
recommendation, which would offer private enterprise the opportunity 
to develop and market the power at Government multiple-purpose 
river-basin projects, if carried out, would constitute a practical give- 
away of the people’s hydr oelec ‘tric resources. On the basis of 50 years 
of operation of the country’s remaining undeveloped hydroelectric 
capacity, such a giveaway would far exceed the historic giveaways 
associated with Teapot Dome and tidelands oil. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, if the tragedy which 
has befallen New England is not to leave a permanent impact on its 
economy, if the resources available to mankind are to be used to mini- 
mize the damage of natural disasters, the Congress should be called 
into special session. In our judgment, after due and proper consider- 
wy, it should: 

Authorize the harnessing of New England’s rivers for the most 
beneficial use of its residents. 

Appropriate adequate funds for beginning this job of harnessing 
the rivers. 

Provide dikes to protect the residents of Narragansett Bay and 
the Connecticut coastline from excessively high tides. 

4. Authorize the construction of an atomic-energy plant in Rhode 
Tsland. 

5. Authorize completion of the Senate-approved Passamaquoddy 
tidal project survey. 

6. Provide for the construction of an ntegrated power system con- 
necting all of New England to the new Lawrence hydroelectric 
plants. and following completion of its ion lopment, to the hydro- 
7 tric plants at Niagara. 

Provide a system of Federal disaster insurance to spread the risk 
“an losses due to natural disasters. I thank the committee for their 
kind indulgence on this long presentation. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Belanger. You made a 
strong and comprehensive statement. 

Now the clerk handed me the statement, to be made a part of the 
record, for Mr. Jabar. Do you want to present your statement or 


have it made a part of the record / 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE JABAR, ON BEHALF OF THE STATE OF 
MAINE INDUSTRIAL UNION COUNCIL 





Mr. Jabar. I would like to present my statement. 

Mr. Jones. Fine. You may proceed then, Mr. Jabar. 

Mr. Janar. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, at the 
outset, Mr. Chairman, 1 wish to emphatically and enthusiastically 
associate myself with the overall statement presented here today by 
Mr. W. Belanger in his capacity as president of the New England 
Conference of Cc IQ Councils. Speaking for the membership of the 
Maine Industrial Union Council I cannot urge too strongly and insist 
that substantial Federal aid and intervention is absolutely essential 
if we are to solve the problems of flood control, stream pollution, power 
dewabenneenn. and the various other aspects of resource conservation 
and development which are essential to the protection of our people 
and the prosperity of our economy. 

Today we are concerned with the terrific losses which have occurred 
as a result of hurricanes and floods in many sections of New England. 
But only a few years ago we in the State of Maine were literally 
fighting to save our lives as a result of forest fires which occurred after 
a ‘period of drought. These fires actually swept right into our indus- 
trial communities. The homes of many of our union members were 
destroyed. We had no reserves of water with which to quench these 
destructive conflagrations. And may I mention, Mr. Chairman, that 
the burden of raising money to aid these victims of fire fell onto the 
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shoulders of our union members. We ourselves had to contribute to 
rebuild homes and to buy new furniture and clothing for families 
who had been rendered destitute. I need not stress the fact to the sub- 
committee that this problem of drought and the protection of forests 
is part and parcel of the larger issue of conservation and resource 
development. 

On October 7, Mr. Chairman, the officers of the six New England 
CIO Councils met in Boston to ‘study and debate a positive program 
that we should push in the light of the most recent disasters that have 
overtaken us in New England. After that meeting we issued to the 
local newspapers in Boston and to the wire services that feed the en- 
tire press of New England a carefully condensed summary of our 
views along with releases on what some of the speakers had said. As 
far as we can discover, not one line appeared in the press about these 
deliberations. This was no accident. This was a case of news sup- 
pression. ‘The reason was simple. We attacked the private power 
industry of New England and the role it has played in fighting flood 
control and resource “development i in our region. But we are not dis- 
mayed by this type of suppression and boycott. We will reach the 
people of New England by other means. We will not let this matter 
rest. The power trust has got a fight on its hands as of now and 
until it quits the stranglehold on our economy. 

At our meeting in Boston on the 7th, I was shown a copy of an old 
book entitled “Water Power of Maine,” written by a Mr. Walter 
Wells, superintendent of Hydrographic Survey of Maine. This vol- 
ume was published in 1869, almost a hundred years ago. Believe it 
or not, Mr. Chairman, the basic conclusions and criticisms in this 
volume are applicable to the situation which exists today. On page 
67 appears this quotation: 

In all parts of the State, and amongst all classes of our population the utmost 
anxiety is felt that our abundant waterpower shall be put to use. We feel 
that in a peculiar manner this is our grand resource and that our prosperity is 
dependent upon its development. 


A second quotation reads: 


The people of the State may justly congratulate themselves upon the fact, and 
invite the attention of those living elsewhere to the fact, that our grand 
resource is of a kind that will never fail or become materially modified, because 
it is based upon the unchanging features and sustained by the perpetually 
recuperative processes of nature. It can never fail so long as the Gulf Stream 
flows, so long as the Mediterranean of Mexico exhales its vapors, so long as 
our interior districts are upheaved upon the shoulders of the White Mountain 
Plateau, so long as the waters of the Umbagog, Moosehead, Sebago, Chesuncock, 
and the Schoodic Lakes, with hundreds more, fall through hundreds of feet, 
over hundreds of waterfalls, in ironbound channels, and at last through mag- 
nificent harbors to the sea. 

This grand resource is not mere inert material but is power, the swiftest 
creator of wealth, the most important demand of all active civilizations, 
power that once utilized may be made productive, in the long run of time, of 
greater opulence than can be gathered from any mines of iron or coal, or 
reservoirs of oil, or placers or lodes of precious metals, found in any equal 
area in this country, resources that ultimately fail, and many of them speedily 
fail. In the civilization of today mechanical power in an available shape at 
low cost is but another name and for wealth. 
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Finally, Mr. Chairman, may I call your attention to a passage 
which occurs on page 34 headed “Prospective Employment of Tide 
Powers”: 

For many years, doubtless, and until our fresh waterpower is measurably put 
to use, salt-water power will be employed in small amount, and only where 
significant outlay will be required. But it is in nowise improbable that in time 
the large sites will be utilized, works constructed on a great scale, and enormous 
amounts of labor accomplished by this great natural motor. If anywhere in the 
world it can be done to advantage, it is here, by reason of favoring physical 
conditions, and to all the higher advantage in connection with the great manu- 
facturing system to be established on our rivers. 

What we have here, Mr. Chairman, is an almost prophetic ref- 
erence to what is known as Passamaquoddy power project, for which 
we in the labor movement in Maine have worked for years. We 
call attention to this statement written in 1869 to illustrate the fact 
that we have to overcome a long period of imaction, delay, and 
obstruction. 

Some of us believe, however, Mr. Chairman, that there are clear 
indications in Maine as elsewhere in New England that our people 
are finally waking up and taking action. And as a representative 
of the working people of my State, let me urge you, Mr. Chairman, 
to continue your splendid work in the field of power, flood control, 
and resource development. We, the people of New England, will 
support you, no matter what our congressional representatives will 
or will not do. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Now, Mr. ‘Belanger , will you come back? We want to do a little 
questioning of you. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL J. GALLAGHER, REPRESENTING THE 
RHODE ISLAND STATE CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZA- 
TIONS COUNCIL 


Mr. GatLacuer. We have a brief statement of 4 minutes at the 
most. 

Mr. Betanecer. This is Mr. Gallagher, our representative from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. Jones. Very well, Mr. Gallagher. We will be very glad to 
hear you. 

Mr. Gatiacuer. I have been requested by the office of the Rhode 
Island State CIO Council, who were not able to be here in person 
today, to make a statement on their behalf. 

Primarily, the Rhode Island Council wishes to very flatly and 
forcefully associate itself with the overall position expressed here 
today by Mr. Belanger on behalf of the six New England CIO 
Councils. 

I would like to point out, however, that Rhode Island has addi- 
tional and special problems which require special treatment and 
special measures for protection. I am referring particularly to the 
matter of damage from tides. Much of the damage that occurred in 
Rhode Island came about because the tides back up huge quanti- 
ties of water into our cities and towns. Protection against unusual 
and damaging tides cannot be achieved by the same methods that 
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would apply on rivers. Governor Roberts, of Rhode Island, outlined 
a special program of erosion control and coast-line protection, and 
the State CLO Council of Rhode Island strongly backs these recom- 
mendations of our Governor. 

The Rhode Island CIO Council will request the able congres- 
sional delegation from Rhode Island not only to press for the whole 
program outlined here today, but in addition to work for the addi- 
tional measures required by the geographical characteristics of 
Rhode Island. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Rhode Island Council wishes to 
refer to the recent speeches of Governor Roberts on the absolute 
necessity of Federal action on this crisis. Governor Roberts, while 
speaking as chairman of the New England Governors’ Conference, 
made certain recommendations which we of the CIO feel do not go 
far enough. However, on the other hand, the Governor speaking as 
the chief executive of our State, has gone much further and we have 
filed with this subcommittee copies “of two speeches by Governor 
Roberts, which apply directly to the issues which this committee is 
studying. 

Just yesterday the Governor made a most important and to us a 
welcome statement, urging federally sponsored nuclear powerplant 
companies to be located in the southeastern area of New England, 
preferably in Rhode Island. 

That concludes our statement. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Gallagher. 

Now, Mr. Belanger, you referred to the cost. of electricity in the 
New Engl: and States to the domestic consumer or residential consumer 
as being | the highest in the Nation. I would like to call attention to 
the fact that New E ngland has the lowest consumption of any area, 
according to the figures that I have, which figures have not been pro- 
jected up through 1954, but only through 1952. ‘The residential users 
of electricity in the New England States use less than one-half of the 
national average. 

Mr. Beiancer. The reason for that, Mr. Chairman, is obvious. 
With the high cost of me such as it is, you find skimping along 
the way, and you find less electrical appliances used in the homes, or, 
where they even have them, a curtailed program for their use. "Be- 
cause, after all, we only have a certain budget to operate with, and 
if electric ity is high cost and it is beyond their means, then they have 
to curtail its use. So that is the problem we face. 

Mr. Jones. And you are urging that the full development be made 
of the water resources in order that you could capture the 3 million 
kilowatts potential that the Federal Power Commission says exists 
in the New England States? 

Mr. Betancer. That is absolutely right. I might also add—— 

Mr. Jones. You understand that when the Federal Government 
constructs these projects, even though they might carry a low electric 

rate, you will repay to the Federal Government all of the money that 
a been allocated to the cost of power development. You understand 
that ? 

Mr. Betancer. Yes; I understand that. And after we have repaid 
it I think we still be ahead. I think the problem is obvious. We know 
whereof we speak. We leave the home and go into industry. When 
you negotiate contracts with employers, and we know whereof we 
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speak there, among other things they talk about electric power. But 
it is like the weather—nobody does anything about it. 

Mr. Jones. In chapter 18, page 109 of the Hoover Commission re- 
port, I quote: 


It is obvious from the financial experience given in the last chapter that the 
Federal taxpayer is subsidizing these projects. The burden, however, is very 
unequally distributed. 

When these present Federal programs are completed, the total population 
directly benefited will be less than 10 percent of the whole population. 

This subsidy is even more sharply illustrated in the case of the States of 
New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, which have 20 percent of the total 
population and pay 29 percent of the taxes and receive no Federal power. 

The subsidies paid by 90 percent of citizens who receive their power from 
private utilities is made still greater by the preference laws enacted by the 
Congress, mainly since 1933. These laws require that Federal power must be 
preferentially sold to nonprofit power agencies, mostly to municipalities and 
cooperatives. The Federal agencies pay little if any State or local taxes and 
no Federal taxes. The nonprofit-distribution agencies pay no Federal and 
little State and local taxes. They are able to issue securities which are free 
from Federal taxes and thus carry the lowest interest rates in the market. 

And so on. 

The Hoover Commission report is opposed to subsidies. As you 
know, the private utilities in this country have tax amortization 
certificates in excess of $2,300 million, and you, the taxpayers, are par- 
ticipating in paying this tax amortization enjoyed by the private 
utilities to encourage them to build new capacity for generation, dis- 
tribution, and sale of electric energy. 

Mr. Benancer. I might say that the subsidies are not a new one. 
We have subsidized the railroads and we have subsidized the airlines, 
and we have subsidized many other projects. We grant that when 
there is a subsidy for a kind of multiple-purpose and hydroelectric 
project which we are talking about it means that there must be grants 
of money, and money paid out that the taxpayers have to pay. But 
we also know when we are underway that such a propram becomes 
economically feasible and can run on its own steam. Also it insures 
the people low cost power and the Government is interested in a benefit 
from such projects. 

Mr. Jones. It goes back to the proposition which I asked you about 
earlier. You understand, of course, that you, the users of that elec- 
tricity generated at federally installed projects, are going to pay 
back to the Treasury of the United States the entire cost of the con- 
struction of the hydroelectric phase of the multiple-purpose project. 
You understand that? 

Mr. Beniancer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. And you are not going to enjoy these subsidies they talk 
about as the private utilities do, because you are going to pay your 
debt back along with the interest costs on it, to the Federal Govern- 
ment. So the subsidy question resolves itself in the fact that it seems 
as if the so-called private utilities are enjoying as much of a subsidy 
as the people paying the bill. 

Mr. Benancer. We must think in terms of the good and welfare of 
the community. You see, Mr. Chairman, I do not know how well 
acquainted you are with New England, but we have run out of 
Yankee ingenuity, and we believe that something has got to be done. 
If you had seen some of the situations that I saw of recent date. we 
have businessmen in the Naugatuck Valley who had placards on a lit- 
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tle barrel saying “Action Now.” Something has to be done. They 
were not hit once in recent days, but were hit twic e. We are not going 
to go into the different problems that we have here, but it is not a 
pretty sight. The devastation is all over the place. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think the projects should be deferred until the 
local interests are going to supply the needs of the area? 

Mr. Betancer. We have had so much buckpassing and studies and 
planning here that our patience is almost exhausted. We are some- 
what guilty also of lack of interest in the past on this thing. I was 
telling my good friend, the Governor here, that because of ‘what has 
happened during many years past in this territory, that we got on the 
double and became interested in this. He thought I made a fairly 
nice presentation with a lot of statistical data. 

Now, I do not profess to be an authority on it, but of recent weeks 
we have had meeting after meeting on this, and believe you me, it has 
been very educational. I think we are getting to the point where we 
know whereof we speak. 

We want to point out where the fault lies for the delay and lack 
of initiative in developing something to harness our w aters, because 
it has to be done for the sake of New England, and no individual 
groups will prevent it this time, if we can help it. 

Mr. Boranp. I want to commend you on the excellence of your 
statement. 

Mr. Betancer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Reuss. 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to ask Mr. Jabar a question. I noticed 
with interest a rather serious accusation you made, Mr. Jabar, that 
on October 7 six New England CIO councils met in Boston and formu- 
lated some recommendations and released that to the press, but that 
the press apparently suppressed that news story. 

What do you think are the chances that the press will carry the 

rather serious = usation you made this afternoon ? 

Mr. Janar. I do not know. There are two ways of doing the 
thing. Either they go on the attack and take you to task, or they will 
keep quiet about it. I am very much surprised at the press taking 
that action, because I remember quite a few years ago one of our 
State industrial councils was in progress and I spoke of the nec essity 
of power being developed at Passam: aquoddy, and so forth. Lo and 
behold, if I remember correctly, the Hearst papers at that time were 
very much interested in quoting me to quite an extent. I don’t know 
what happened since. They don’t pick it up now. 

Mr. Boranp. I do not think that the New England press suppresses 
any coverage. They might not have given it as antcidh coverage. In 
this part of New E ngland they might, but in Boston it might very 
well be they would not think ‘it was of sufficient news value to the 

readers, I presume. I do not think there would be any concentrated 
effort to suppress it. 

Mr. Janar. Well, if they do not put it in we will try to take care of 
it in our own way. 

Mr. Botanp. I think the CIO ought to be able to do it pretty well. 

Mr. Jones. I have one more question. Do you feel, if we are going 
to have a resource development of the streams of New E ngland, that 
the maximum development should be made if the Federal Government 
is going to make wise and prudent investments of tax dollars in the 
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They | resource developments to assist New England, which will inure to the 
ong | benefit of the national program and the national economy ? 
ota © Mr. Bevancer. Definitely. I might add that we have had meetings 
© other than this hearing here today where we have discussed the matter 
the | with some of our Congressmen. We did not reach them all, as there 
® were quite a few in Europe. We are glad you are here, Mr. Chairman. 
and @ Mr. Jones. Off the record. 
mme- 7 (Discussion off the record. ) 
was @ Mr. Betancer. So I have vtie ed a change of heart even from groups 
has “@ that would not even dare talk about any Federal assistance. Now 
the "these men in all walks of life, be they businessmen or public officials, 
irly @ or otherwise, are now talking in terms that we need Federal aid because 
it is too big for us to handle from here on in. 
eeks Mr. Jones. In other words, you and Abe Lincoln have gotten on 
has | thesameside. What you cannot do for yourself you want the Govern- 
we | ment todo. 
7 Mr. BeLancer. That is correct. 
ack | Mr. Jones. Fine. Thank you very much for a splendid statement. 
use —@ Mr. Reuss. Professor Galbraith. 
ual @ Mr. Wise. She will be here tomorrow. 
7 Mr. Reuss. Mr. Rourke. 
our (No response. ) 
Mr. Reuss. Mr. Kenneth Kelley. 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Reuss. Mr. Waterhouse. 
on 7 Will you proceed with your statement, please, Mr. Waterhouse / 
lat 
1u- | STATEMENT OF FREDERICK H. WATERHOUSE, APPEARING AS 


-_ © COUNSEL FOR THE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION OF CON- 
NECTICUT, INC. 


che 
Mr. Warrrtuiousr. My name is Frederick H. Waterhouse and I live 

he (in West Hartford, Conn. I am appearing as counsel for the Manu- 
ill @ facturers Association of Connecticut, Inc. Our association has a 
ng @ membership in excess of 1,400 Connecticut manufacturers who employ 
ur Ooover 95 percent of the persons engaged in manufacturing in Con- 
ty @ necticut. To further indicate the type of membership, let me state 
nd that almost 70 percent of our members employ less than 100 people 
re @ and over half of these employ less than 25 people. Incidentally, 
w while we do have as members the largest employers in the State, over 

90 percent of our members are classified as small business, since they 
es have less than 500 employees. Our members are located in all parts 
fn 4 of the State, with heavy concentrations in the areas severely damaged 
yY @ by the recent floods. 
i «6 It is our understanding that the present hearing is to determine 
d @ whether the Hoover recommendations, if adopted, would prevent or 

. alleviate a recurrence of such disasters. We believe that the adoption 

rf of the Hoover recommendations, combined with the many activities 

by State and local agencies, would greatly help to alleviate and in 

many cases would prevent a recurrence of serious disasters. Although 
2 j we will also support the other recommendation of the Hoover Commis- 
it sion dealing with water resources and power, I shall follow what we 
t understand to be the purpose of this hearing and confine my remarks 
e to the problem of flood control. 
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The report points out, and there appears to be no dispute of such 
statements, that there are at least 25 principal Federal agenci 
ing in some manner with the matters dealing with the water resources 
of our country. Twelve of them are directly concerned with flood 
damage abatement. With such a diverse approach to the rarious 
elements included within the use and conservation of our water 
resources, there must necessarily be conflicting, overlapping, and in- 
consistent actions by the various agencies. Being motivated by differ- 
ent objectives, they have dispersed the efforts of the Federal Govern- 
ment and have themselves grown to such size that there are overlapping 
and inconsistent policies, often wasteful and unwarranted. 
It is quite natural that such a condition should develop but. having 
been investigated and clearly marked, it is time 
least a unified policy should be adopted. 
The demands by ‘various groups for the use of the limited water 
resources has recently been considered in our small State. Our legis- 
lature has just established a water resources commission to study the 
available supplies, the demands, and to recommend to the legislature 
what steps might be taken to best meet the needs of our citizens, having 
in mind the wishes of all, but pointed toward a uniform policy. The 
Connecticut Legislature also adopted at its last session an act designed 
fo extend rather broad powers to the towns for the control of floods. 
Our legislature will also meet next month for the purpose of assisting 
towns damaged by the floods and will consider measures designed to 
help repair the damage and prevent such devastation in the future. 
Our present laws contemplate and provide for initia] action by the 
towns and for cooperation by them with the United States and the 
State of Connecticut. The Hoover report recommends the national 
water policy should take account of the rights and laws of the separate 
States concerning appropriations, use, control and development of 
water within their boundaries and provide assistance to such local 
and State agencies, 

The creation of a Water Resources Board by the Federal Govern- 
ment and the adoption of a national water policy as outlined in the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission would provide a central 
agency and established policy to cooperate with the local and State 
agencies as contemplated by our State laws. 

The recently enacted Connecticut statute contemplates certain basic 
obligations on the communities and its inhabitants for the financing 
and development of flood-control measures. Provision is also made 
for limited supervision and assistance from State agencies which 
would be particularly pertinent where more than one town is involved 
or affected by a single project. Federal assistance and cooperation 
should then be available, and it is my understanding of the recommen. 
dations by the Hoover ( ommission that this would be the normal result 
if the Commission’s recommendations were adopted. 

There is no doubt that the recent floods have ne 
serious and definite consideration of flood problems 
and their solution, 

There is also no doubt that each locality has its own ideas of what 
it would like to accomplish ; has its own thoughts on means and methods 
of accomplishing such ends; has natural local pride in its capacity 
to plan and rebuild with efficiency and vision; has full realization of 
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the need for cooperating in such planning and building with its 
neighbors, with the State, and with the Federal Government. : 

Nowhere is there more genuine realization of the need for adoption 
of a unified program encompassing a flood plain than in those areas 
downstream which have been battered, torn, and demolished by flood- 
waters and debris descending from higher up the valley. 

The interdependence of localities on the same stream is abundantly 
comprehended. Still, the freedom and independence of those same 
localities which must be preserved to secure their complete cooperation 
demands an appreciation and recognition of their sentiments. The 
terrible blows they have recently suffered will assure a temper of 
approach to diverse opinions of other localities and agencies, conducive 
to finding a solution. Trivial differences will evaporate and even 
more substantial variances will not be allowed to obstruct or even 
to impede the essential projects and their accomplishments. 

The value of a unified Federal policy and particularly a single 
responsible Federal agency with which to deal in flood matters would 
appear elemental. It is my understanding of the Commission report 
that its recommendations are directed to that end. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Waterhouse. 

Mr. Waternouse. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I quote from your statement, where you say, in para- 
graph 2: 

We believe that the adoption of the Hoover recommendations, combined with 
the many activities by State and local agencies, would greatly he!p to alleviate 
and in many cases would prevent a recurrence of serious disasters. 

Will you enumerate the portions of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations that would carry out the activities you speak of in that 
sentence ? 

Mr. Waternouse. It is my understanding recommendation 1, which 
encompasses a uniform policy in connection with this flood control 
as well as other matters, and also recommendation 6, dealing directly 
with the flood-contro] situation. As I have stated, a uniform policy, 
with the emphasis on local participation and local appreciation of the 
problems involved and some initiation—— 

Mr. Jones. Where is there a lack of uniformity in present Federal 
policy ? 

Mr. Warernovuse. Well, when you have as many agencies as there 
are now handling this situation, and as I see, approaching it from 
various and diverse angles, there cannot be a single approach. 

Mr. Jones. Give us an example of the various and diverse angles of 
which you speak as not being conducive to unification of the overall 
program of flood control and development of water resources. 

Mr. Warernovuse. Well, you have your Corps of Engineers, which 
handles certain parts of it. You have your conservation corps, which 
handles another, and which is not from our standpoint particularly 
interested or important, because we do not seem to have that type of 
terrain. 

Mr. Jonrs. You speak of the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Warernouse. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Of the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Waternovse. That is right. 
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Mr. Jones. They operate in 17 of the Western States, but they do 
not operate in the East. Do you find that the policies of the Corps 
of Engineers are inconsistent with the policies of the Department of 
the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, in the operations in the 17 
Western States? 

Mr. Warernovuse. I think insofar as you said that, I am talking 
about our State. Insofar as our State is concerned, we would find 
it would be inconsistent because there is no need for it in our State. 

Mr. Jones. It does not operate in Massachusetts. 

Mr. Warernouse. That is right. In Connecticut. 

Mr. Jones. It does not operate there, so it is not inconsistent with 
the policies of the Federal Government in carrying out flood-control 
or water-resource development in the State of Connecticut. 

Have you any other examples of inconsistency or diverse approaches 
to it? 

Mr. Warteruovuse. I do not have any specific examples. No, Mr. 
Chairman. But Ido feel, and very definitely we feel, that the develop- 
ment of so many different agencies in connection with handling a 
common water resource problem is not desirable. That. is indicated 
by the recent enactment of our legislature when it was discussed there. 
It was quite apparent that there are many groups, ourselves, for ex- 
ample, that is the manufacturers, and there are the farmers, who are 
becoming more important from the standpoint of irrigation in Con- 
necticut. ‘Then there are the sportsmen and the domestic water sup- 
plies, and so forth. 

A unified policy in connection with the establishment of the control 
of water we have discovered is most desirable. That is what I under- 
stand the report recommends, and that is the reason why. 

As far as the details of operation are concerned, that is something 
else again. 

Mr. Jones. You recall that the first Hoover Commission report 
made the recommendation that all of the activities of water resource 
development should be vested in one agency. The report that was 
made available in June takes a different position from the first Hoover 
Commission report. 

Are you of the opinion that the first Hoover Commission report 
would more adequately serve the needs of the country if you put all 
of the water resource development in one agency or bureau of the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Warernovuse. Not necessarily. I am talking about a general 
policy as far as that is concerned. There may be different agencies 
which must carry out certain parts of it. But unless you have a 
general and uniform policy formulated in connection with it, you 
are going to have a difficult approach to it. That is the way I see 
the report and that is the way I see the recommendations, and that is 
what we are driving at. If you do not have a uniform policy in 
connection with it, then you do have 

Mr. Jones. Do you think there is a uniform policy and approach 
to projects undertaken by the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Warernouse. Do I think what? 

Mr. Jones. Do you think there is a uniform approach or uniform 
policy of the Corps of Engineers in carrying out flood control work ? 

Mr. Waternovse. I suppose if it is one corps it would have a central 
policy. Yes. It would have its own policy. 
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Mr. Jones. So that is a uniform policy, is it not? The Corps of 
Engineers has a uniform policy ? 

Mr. Warernouse. I assume that a cor ps of engineers would ap- 
proach things from one situation. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. They use the same economic criteria for a project in 
Brunswick, Ga., that they would in Brunswick, Maine. 

Mr. Warernousr. When you are talking about economic criteria 
in Georgia and Maine I would have to see what you are talking about, 
because the situation is so different. I do not know, and I cannot s say. 

Mr. Jones. You are making the suggestion of having a uniform 
policy. It is my observation they use the same formula for economic 
criteria in both instances. So I am trying to get at what uniformity 
there is that the Hoover Commision is trying to establish, because 
you say you advocate a uniform policy. 

Mr. WateruHovuse. That is right. I think I can give the best example 
of it in the approach that, as I state again, we took in Connecticut, 
or that we are taking in Connecticut. It is a commission to develop 
the policy which then will be the policy of the State. Of course, there 
will have to be variations in the operation of that policy in the various 
watersheds because of the difference in the situation. But when you 
get through you have a fundamental policy which is uniform—we 
hope. 

Mr. Jones. You think that there is not a uniform policy exercised 
by the Federal Government now in various agencies and bureaus of 
the Government ? 

Mr. Wateruowse. I do not see how they can. 

Mr. Jonxs. Give us an example of what you are speaking of and 
I think the committee can follow you better. 

Mr. WATERHOUSE: There is an ever-increasing pressure in Con- 
necticut, for example, and a bill in the legis: ature at every session, 
to allow a certain amount of water from dams from Government and 
other concerns to be let out during the summer seasons. That is 
specifically stated in certain types of flowage. That is a policy that 
is approved and presented by the fish and game people, which is per- 
fectly fine from their standpoint. But at the same time we have the 
industrial people who have a different problem involved in it. 

Mr. Jones. Is that at the State or at the Federal level? 

Mr. Warernovse. I am talking about the State level. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WaterHouse. You wanted to know about the variation in the 
policy approach. 

Mr. Jones. The Hoover Commission report is only directed to Fed- 
eral activities. 

Mr. Waternovuse. That is correct. But you run into the same type 
of problem. You run into the same type of conflicting interests. 
That is what I am getting at. Therefore I think they should be re- 
solved together, if possible. 

Mr. Jones. Well, it will take the wisdom of Solomon to resolve the 
differences in conflict of interests. 

Mr. Waternovse. I am afraid it may. 

Mr. Jones. From the municipal level to the Federal level. 

Mr. Waternovse. It may, but that is what I think will give the 
proper approach, and we are trying to work it out. 
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Mr. Jones. That is the reason why I go to church every Sunday. 

Mr. Warernouse. Me too. 

Mr. Jones. Now in about the fifth paragraph of your statement 
you say the Hoover report recommends the national water policy 
should take account of the rights and laws of the separate States con- 
cerning appropriations, use, control, and development of water within 
their boundaries, and provide assistance to such local and State agen- 
cies. 

Would you care to elaborate on that statement a little more than 
you have? Have you ever undertaken to try to analyze the various 
State laws and ascertain what they are on water rights / 

Mr. Warernouse. That is one of the things we are working on 
right now, because we find they are very different in other States from 
what they are in Connecticut. That is correct. At certain areas 
your water rights are developed by certain laws, and sometimes by 
users and sometimes by purchase. 

Mr. Jonrs. Did you find a water law brought up to date? 

Mr. Warternouse. I am sorry. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of any State which has a more refined 
water law, or water laws? Do you know of any State / 

Mr. Warernouse. You mean a codified water law / 

Mr. Jones. You understand what it is, and have the courts in- 
terpret it. 

Mr. Warernouse. We in Connecticut have water laws. The rights 
of people in connection with using water have been fairly well estab- 

lished. But now other demands are being made on it and they have 
to be ironed out also. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think the Federal Government should vacate 
its role of bringing about these developments until the States have the 
time to enact water laws? 

Mr. Warernovse. I do not know if that would be necessary in 
connection with the recommendations of the report, and in connection 
with the approach that we take to it. I do not believe it would be 
necessary, for example, for the Federal Government to refrain from 
assisting the people in Connecticut in connection with the present 
flood disaster at the present time. They are in there helping and at 
the present time under certain provisions and circumstances. But 
there are going to be other problems arising, particularly in connec- 
tion with trying to abate or prevent future floods. 

I don’t believe that the Federal Government can get in any faster 
than the local people. If that is one of the problems, that is correct. 
1 think your local people at the present time are working out their 
thoughts and ideas to place it there differently as to what would be 
the best method. Of course, there has to be a certain amount of 
cooperation between the towns up and down the river. 

Mr. Jones. If the local people thought that by undertaking a proj- 
ect in one way that would be the best w ay to approach the problem, 
and if the Federal Government through the Congress thought there 
was another method, would you have the Federal ‘Government vacate 
its role and wait until such time as it was convenient and suitable 
to the local interests ? 

Mr. Warrruovse. I think an effort should be made on the part of 
both Congress and the local people to resolve their difficulties. That 


is what I think these recent disasters will help to do. I think neither 
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one should invoke its powers and authority and jurisdiction, and_ I 
think they should and would make every effort to do so. Of course, 
if you get to an impasse then as to who should control, it depends on 
w hat your impasse 1S. 

Mr. Jonegs. It is a constitutional responsibility of Congress; is it 
not ? 

Mr. Warernovuse. Just what is this constitutional responsibility 
of Congress? Not necessariiy to go in and change the whole pattern 
of a riverbed. I do not see that it is. I think the people along there, 
the State and foe al people, have a very substantial interest and right 
in it. 

You might be able to stretch the Constitution. It has been stretched 
quite a ways. But I do not believe it would give them complete au- 
thority, and I do not believe it should. I do not believe it would 
be wise of Congress to adopt that approach. 

Mr. Jones. You do not think the navigable streams of this country 
are Federal property / 

Mr. Warernovuse. That is not what I am talking about. I am 
talking about, for example, the Mad River, or the Naugatuck River, 
which are not navigable. I am talking about the flood situation, 
which is what I thought you were ti alking about. 

Mr. Jones. Since the Flood Control Act of 1936 there has been no 
constitutional question raised about the Federal responsibility in 
carrying out remedial works for flood control. That would raise a 
constitutional question. There is no question of the constitutional 
role of the Federal Government to assist the local communities in 
flood control. 

Mr. Waternovuse. Now we are talking about a different thing. | 
go along with the idea of assistance, but I think what I am trying to 
impress is that the local people, too, are interested in it. If you are 
going to assist them you are not going to tell them what to do. 

Mr. Jones. The equation is that the rights of the people and the 
benefits of the people in the area constitute the sole test for the need 
for Federal participation. 

Mr. Warernouse. Well, who is going to determine what their 
benefits are? Maybe they think what the Congress thinks their bene 
fits are, or what they should do in order to be beneficial to them. That 
is what I mean and that is what we should try to resolve with a ver \ 
definite appreciation of their individual problems and rights. 

Mr. Jones. I am sorry to say I did not know that in any place in 
this country the people were not given an opportunity to give full 
expression to their wants and needs, because the recommendations of 
local people were carried to the Congress through the channels of the 
agencies in public hearings by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Mr. Warernouse. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. And they try to satisfy the needs of the local people. 
I do not know that the Federal Government is making a situation 
such as to bring about unhappiness to the people in carrying out flood 
control and construc ting hydroelectric projects. 

Mr. WaterHouse. | do not know that it is, and that is what T hope 
they want to do. That is the reason why I think the recommenda- 
tions of the report emphasize the idea of original thought and action 
and cooperation with the local people. That is what Tam trying to 
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get at. I do not believe Congress, or certainly in some places in Con- 
necticut it has not gone contrary to the will of the local people. I 
think you will find that the people in Congress, too, presumably are 
more readily available to work out their differences and aeorD 
something by way of flood control in these places where we had not 
had floods for years and then we get two in a very short period of 
time. That is what Iam getting at. I think we agree on that, except 
that I think the adoption of the report—— 

Mr. Jones. Would facilitate the work. 

Mr. WarternHouse. Would preserve the right of the community 
rather than taking over by Congress or any governmental agency that 
right; which they have not done and which I think the adoption of 
the report would help to prevent. 

Mr. Jones. I see. Do you agree with the item for charging tolls on 
the inland waterway ? 

Mr. Warernovuse. The only inland waterway we have is the Con- 
necticut River. I think, having read that part of the report, that it 
has quite a bit of soundness to it. Yes; I do. I am not sufficiently 
familiar with all of the inland waterways to get the full import of 
it, but it sounds pretty sensible to me; yes. 

If you are going to have a Commission of this type with the people 
involved and they come out with a report that sounds reasonable, then 
I think I would agree. 

Mr. Jones. So you are for the report, I presume, in its entirety ? 

Mr. Warernouse. As far as I know, I have no reservations on it. 
I mean on this particular one. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. On that very point, Mr. Waterhouse, Hartford indus- 
try, for example, wants to pay those tolls, the user tolls, on the Con- 
necticut River traffic? 

Mr. Wartrernovse. On the inland waterway? 

Mr. Reuss. On the Connecticut River. That is the waterway for 
Hartford. 

Mr. Watrernovse. That is right. The Connecticut River goes up 
and we have traffic up as far as Hartford. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have much traffic up as far as Hartford ? 

Mr. Waternovse. I think we have quite a little. It is mostly oil 
and coal at the present time. The dock at Hartford is gone now. 

Mr. Reuss. General Fleming indicated this morning and gave some 
figures which surprised me. I did not give you a chance to answer 
my question, which was whether Hartford industry, a great part of 
it, I am sure, are members of the manufacturers association—whether 
Hartford industry is in favor of user tolls on the Connecticut River 
Waterway. 

Mr. Warternouse. Insofar as they are justified any place, we are 
willing to pay our share of anything. 

Mr. Reuss. The question is, Are they justified. 

Mr. Warernovuse. Well, that is something else again. I don’t know 
if I can tell you offhand. I do not know. 

Mr. Reuss. Then I want to get your position clear. You really do 
not have a position on user tolls on the inland waterway like the Con- 
necticut River. 

Mr. Wareruovuse. I think as far as that is concerned, as I said to 


the chairman, our general position is as recommended in the Hoover 
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Commission report, and if that applies to any part of our operation 
we are not afraid of it. 

Mr. Jones. Just one question. Of course, it does not concern the 
Hoover Commission report. You know, we are making vast appro- 
priations to assist the States in the construction and m: aintenance of 
highways. Do you think there should be tolls placed on all public 
thoroughfares on which the Federal Government expends money to 
construct and maintain those roads? 

Mr. WATERHOUSE. When you use the word “all” I do not know if I 
would say that. You say “all highways.” 

Mr. Jones. In which the Federal Government has to participate 
by way of fins ancial assistance. 

Mr. Waternouse. We have the same type of situation in Connecti- 
cut where we have certain roads developed by the State on which there 
is a toll. 

Mr. JONEs. I am not bringing in the question of tolls, but just the 
primary system here, in which the Federal Government participates 
to the extent of 50 percent. Do you think that the Federal Govern- 
ment should insist that the State of Connecticut impose a toll to reim- 
burse he Federal Government for the expenditure on the construction 
of those roads? 

Mr. Warernovuse. If that is the system adopted for paying for it, 
yes. That is what we have done with most of our large highways in 
Connecticut. As long as there is an alternate route we have not had 
any particular problem. 

Mr. Jones. I am not talking about toll roads now. They are fi- 
nanced separately through bond issues and the Federal Government 
does not participate or lend any financial assistance to that kind of a 
venture. But I am talking now about a primary system—a United 
States designated highway system in which the Federal Government 
participates up to 50 percent. Do you think a user toll should be 
placed on the vehicles that use or utilize that highway? 

Mr. Warreruouse. Not necessarily. No. I would not say that I 
think all highways that get any Federal assistance should necessarily 
be charged tolls. Asa matter of fact, I understand you cannot charge 
it now anyway on roads or highways. We had some problem on that 
in Connecticut in connection with one of our roads that got Federal 
assistance. You could not charge a toll. 

Mr. Jones. But you would apply it to the waterways that use the 
water highways? You would make the users of that pay a toll and 
would not have the users of the highways pay it? 

Mr. Warternovse. I think so far as the Hoover report went and 
recommended in connection with it, it sounded to me like it had quite a 
bit of merit, and I would not hesitate to adopt it. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. There should be a difference between the highways 
and the inland waterways and intercoastal canal, would there not, in 
that the Federal Government pays the entire cost of keeping the in- 
land waterway and the intercoastal waterway in navigable shape. 

Mr. Warrrnovse. I believe that is true. 

Mr. Botanp. And you realize that a general overall flood-control 
program for New E ngland and, of course, the State of Connecticut, 
necessitates the building of reservoirs to impound waters; and these 
reservoirs have been recommended by the Corps of Engineers and are 
low flow and purely single purpose for flood control. 
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Do you think the Federal Government should pay the entire cost of 
the acquisition of the land, plus construction of the dam, and the main- 
tenance and operation of the dam and reservoir after completion, 
and that the local community should not contribute anything to the 
construction, acquisition, maintenance, and operation? 

Mr. Warternouse. I am afraid I do not agree with that. No. I 
think as we have approached it in Connecticut there is a certain 
amount of responsibility on the part of the people who are going to be 
affected by this. How much it should be is another problem. 

Mr. Botanp. How are you going to yardstick the cost? 

Mr. WaterHouse. Iamsorry. How are you going to what? 

Mr. Bonanp. Yardstick the cost of this reservoir to keep it down. 
Let us say you have the reservoir being constructed here at Thomas- 
ton. How are you going to yardstick the cost of the Thomaston Res- 
ervoir on which $6 million or better in land acquisition and con- 
struction and maintenance and operation will be spent? It will run 
better than $6 million. How much should the local communities pay 
for that? What should they pay of the $6 million for the construction 
of that dam and reservoir? 

Mr. Warernovuse. That is a difficult problem, I realize. I have 
considered it, but the way the Connecticut statute approaches it— 
and I think it is a sound approach, although whether it can be worked 
out practically or not is something else—that is, to estimate the 
benefit on the same basis as we estimate benefits when we make any 
other type of public improvement, like a roadway. Whether that 
can be done is something else. 

When you are talking about a small— 

Mr. Jones. You are t ‘talking about a basin development and talking 
about the Connecticut River. 

Mr. Warernovse. I was talking about the Naugatuck. 

Mr. Botanp. He was talking about the small N: atigatuc k River. 

Mr. Jonxs. It will have some benefits on the Connecticut River : 
would it not? 

Mr. Botann. No. The Naugatuck does not flow there. 

Mr. Warternovuse. That is “entirely in Connecticut, and that is 
what you were talking about. 

Mr. Bouanp. What your association is saying and what you are 
saying is that the Hoover Commission recommendations for flood 
control should be adopted in their entirety, and you today confine 
your remarks only to the problem of flood control, and you agree 
with the Hoover Commission recommendations and its attitude on 
flood control, and your association does also. Is that so? 

Mr. WarternHouse. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. The Hoover Commission recommendation suggests 
that the Federal Government move away from supplying the ‘funds 
which are needed to establish an overall general flood-control pro- 
gram. Is that the position of your association in the light of what 
happened on August 19, and in the light of what happened just 2 
weeks ago? Do you want the Federal Government to move aw ay and 
do you want the Federal Government to take less interest in a flood- 
control program today than it did before those storms? 

Mr. Warernouse. You are assuming that the recommendation is 
that they go away from it. I am not assuming that that necessarily 
would result. 
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Mr. Bouann. That is exactly what would result if the reeommenda- 
tion of the Hoover Commission as it relates to flood control were 
adopted in its entirety. That is exactly what would happen. They 
suggest. that local contributions be made greater on the part of the 
local communities. I ask you a specific question in relation to dams 
and reservoirs. I can see where there ought to be local participation 
in local protection works, like dikes and pumping stations and what 
not, but when it comes to a matter of dams and reservoirs, which are 
probably the most important phase of a real flood-control program, 
then there is a suggestion on the part of the Hoover Commission that 
local communities and the States pay part of the cost of the reservoirs 
and development of the dams and reservoirs. I want to know whether 
or not your association and the manufacturers in Connecticut think 
that is the way the flood-control program ought to be handled, and 
that the States and local communities ought to pay for the construction 
of dams and reservoirs ? 

Mr. Warernovse. I think they ought to pay part of it. Yes. I 
think our State adopted that theory in connection with its recent 
statute. 

Mr. Botanp. If you do not mind an observation, I think if you 
forced the local communities to pay part of the cost of the dams and 
reservoirs you would not get any dams and reservoirs. That is my 
opinion from the experience I have had, and just sitting for 1 year 
on the Committee on Appropriations and seeing the local communi- 
ties come in there and ask for appropriations for projects which are 
absolutely economically not feasible, and yet the projects will mean 
a lot to their areas. They come in and want the Federal Government 
to come in and pay for everything. 

So I say if your associ iation thinks for 1 minute that local con- 
tributions are going to assist in developing a general flood-control 
program for New England, I think it is wrong in the matter of dams 
and reservoirs. 

Mr. Waternuouse. You may be correct. Wedonot. We feel if the 
situation we have encountered very recently which has been, of course, 
more disastrous than anything we have had as far as the State is 
concerned, but we can remember the attitude—of course, somebody 
would like to have somebody else pay all of his bill, but the general 
attitude of the responsibility of the local people for some part of it 
is fundamental with us, that is all. 

Mr. Jones. May I ask you a question? The river you just talked 
about in Connecticut is named what? 

Mr. Bouanp. The Naugatuck. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think there should be Federal participation in 
flood control on the Naugatuck ? 

Mr. Warernovse. I think the Federal Government should cooperate 
with the local people in helping with the flood control situation there ; 
yes. 

Mr. Jones. To what extent? 

Mr. Wavernovuse. That remains to be seen. That depends on what 
has to be done. You are talking about a specific project. I can’t tell 
exactly. 

Mr. Jones. Isn’t that an intrastate stream ? 

Mr. Wateruovse. Yes, it is understood to be. That is what the Gen- 
eral said. 
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Mr. Jones. Under the Hoover Commission’s recommendation if it 
was an intrastate stream there is no Federal responsibility to assist in 
flood-control work. 

Mr. Waternovstr. I did not read the Hoover Commission report to 
mean that. I mean, that is a difference in interpretation between you 
and me. 

Mr. Boranp. It is on the Naugatuck River. 

Mr. WATERHOUSE. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. And the Naugatuck was the river which caused the 
damage to Waterbury ? 

Mr. WarernHovse. That is right. 

Mr. Botanp. Waterbury would be the community that would bene- 
fit the greatest from any flood-control program on the Naugatuck. 

Mr. Warernouse. Ansonia is downstream, too. 

Mr. Boranp. Ansonia, too. But 2 or 3 cities on the Naugatuck 
would probably benefit the greatest, with the result that you would 
want them to pay the greatest cost of construction of a dam and 
reservoir in the Thomaston area. 

Mr. Warernouse. You have a lot of towns there. You have 
Thomaston, for example. 

Mr. Botanp. The benefits to those towns would not be as great as to 
Waterbury and Ansonia because of the damage to industry and homes 
along the riverbanks there. 

Mr. WaterHovseE. Only in that the potential damage because of the 
development there is greater, that is all. 

Mr. Botanp. The benefits to places like Waterbury and Ansonia 
would be greater than any other areas on the river because there is a 
greater concentration of industries and homes there; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Warernovuse. Yes. If you put it on the basis of damages it 
would be greater in those towns. 

Mr. Boxanp. So the benefits to them would be greater and you think 
they ought to pay more. I think your association misses the point in 
the matter of dams and reservoirs. I am in absolute agreement that 
the Federal Government should pay the entire cost of land acquisition, 
construction, and maintenance of dams and reservoirs. I think the 
most effective means of flood control that have yet been devised, to- 
gether with some of the local protection works, are the dams and reser- 
voirs. Some of the local pee works are paid for by the loca] 
communities, and justifiably so. 

There is an instance where you can actually allocate the benefits to 
the area and say this is what this dike saved. You have one in Hart- 
ford and you know what that has done. That is fine with regard to 
the local protection works. I think local communities should make a 
contribution, as they do,tothem. But inthe matter of dams and reser- 
voirs I must disagree with you. I don’t think they should. 

Mr. Warernouse. As I understand it, that is the reason why I am 
here, to demonstrate our opinion in connection with that. 

Mr. Bouanp. I think your association is wrong. We will get less 
fiood control on the basis of the thinking of your organization than we 
would if we followed the present policy. 

Mr. Warternovse. I do not know. 

Mr. Boranp. There is no doubt about it, because the local communi- 
ties affected in the area would more readily accept the flood-control 
program as devised by the Corps of Engineers for New England, where 
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they do not have to contribute to the construction or the acquisition of 
the land. 

Mr. WaterHouse. Well, anybody likes to get a gift if he can. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Waterhouse, let me read you item 17.1 of the Hoover 
Commission task force recommendations: 

That the Congress declare it to be the policy of the United States that projects 
for the alleviation of local and intrastate flood problems, in general, be planned, 
constructed, operated, and maintained by local government units or by the States 
affected. 

Mr. Waternovse. I did not see that incorporated in the report, Mr. 
Chairman. I did not read the task force report, but I construed the 
general report not to be to that particular tenor. 

Mr. Jonrs. So there is a difference between the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission and the task force ? 

Mr. Warernovse. I would interpret it that way on that point. 

Mr. Jones. If the task force made this recommendation, would you 
object to it or would you feel that that is a worthy recommendation 
for the Congress to adopt ? 

Mr. Warernovuse. I thought I had fully expressed my opinion in 
connection with the desirability of Congress to cooperate even on a 
river like the Naugatuck after the local people have helped, and, as a 
matter of fact, they have already done so. 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to pursue the point Mr. Boland was inter- 
ested in for a couple of questions. 

Is it the position of the Connecticut Manufacturers Association that 
in the case of a given community in your area which desperately needs 

t flood-control dam and reservoir in order to prevent the recurrence 
of disastrous floods, and where that community’s Congressmen and 
the Governor of the State and the State legislators and the town officials 
all say that their local real estate tax, which is the basic revenue of 
local government, is at a point where the homeowner and the farmer 
and the merchant cannot bear an increase—then is it the position of 
the Connecticut Manufacturers Association that that community 
should be left to its own resources and be inundated every time there 
is a flood and the Federal Government should not step in under those 
circumstances ? 

Mr. Warernovse. I do not believe—I did not mean to give that 
impression. 

Mr. Reuss. That is why I asked that question. I wanted to 
straighten out my understanding. 

Mr. Warernovse. I have no thought that the Commission’s report 
does not contemplate the Federal Government cooperating with the 
local people—the States and local governments—in that type of a 
situation. 

Mr. Reuss. But here in the case I have given, the local people, the 
communities, towns, and the State, all say that the local resources of 
taxation for this purpose are exh: austed, and the only kind of co- 
operation they can give is that of fervent hope that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will step in. Is it the position of the Connecticut Manu- 
facturers Association that they would oppose Federal aid under those 
circumstances ? 

Mr. Waternovuse. If you are cooperating with the local people we 
do not oppose that. That is what we favor, but we do not favor 
is for the Federal Government to come in and say you have to have 
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this or you ought to have this, whether they asked for it or not; or 
in a manner which is completely in variance to the sentiment of the 
people, and possibly of some qualified engineers, as to what ought 
to be done. 

I hope I have not given the impression that we do not. think the 
Federal Government should ever participate in this program or 
project. I think that the Commission’s report accepts that they will. 

Mr. Revss. I thought you were saying to Congressman Boland— 
and I am glad I raised the question because there was a misunder- 
standing in my mind—I thought you were saying to Congressman 
Boland you were opposed to Federal participation in flood-control 
dams and reservoir projects unless there was some matching of 
funds by State and local governmental units. 

Mr. Warernouse. Unless there is some participation by the State 
and local governments to some extent. That is right. 

Mr. Botanp. There is none now. 

Mr. Warernovse. I understand that. 

Mr. Reuss. Participation by money ? 

Mr. Warternovse. In certain cases, yes. 

Mr. Reuss. But how about in the other cases besides those certain 
cases ¢ 

Mr. Warternovuse. You have to develop a program and determine 
what it is specifically. I think the Government should not necessarily 
step in and say what they are going todo. If the people want it 

Mr. Revss. Let me be clear on that here. I am sure no one in this 
room is in favor of the Federal Government stepping in and build- 
ing a dam or reservoir that the local people through hearings and 
through their town officials and State officials and Congressmen and 
Senators, and so on, do not want. But the particular question that 
I am interested in is financial support of that. 

I gathered a moment ago you were saying that you were opposed 
to Federal participation where there is no financial participation by 
the local communities. Is that your position ? 

Mr. Warternovuse. I would not say that is 100 percent the position. 
We think it is most desirable for the local people to participate to 
some extent. I mean financially. 

Mr. Reuss. But we are talking about where they cannot and where 
they say their local tax rate is at such a point that they cannot raise 
funds for flood-control dams and reservoirs. Would you have the 
Government go ahead in those circumstances ? 

Mr. Warernuovuse. Federal assistance to the towns. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. Even though the towns themselves do not contribute 
because of their inability to do so? 

Mr. Warternovuse. Well, you are getting to a point where people 
are never able to contribute if they don’t have to. We have the same 
problem in paying taxes all the time. We just cannot afford it; but 
we have to because things have to be done. 

As to a certain amount of contribution, I think that the policy 
adopted by the Legislature of the State of Connecticut is sound, yes— 
that there should be some. 

Mr. Reuss. No local dollars, no flood relief by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Warernovuse. I would not be opposed to that proposition. 
But degree is something else again. 
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Mr. Reuss. Fine. I think I have your position on that.. Just one 
more question. 

I thought you pointed out very ably in your statement the overlap- 
ping by the 25 Federal agencies and pointed out how desirable a con- 
solidation or reorganization would be in terms of doing a better Fed- 
eral job. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Wareruovuse. I think so. 

Mr. Reuss. You did point it out, and your statement makes the 
: point. But I read the Hoover Commission recommendations and I 

cannot find any plan or program for reorganizing and consolidating 
and otherwise making more efficient those diverse agencies. 

Mr. Warernouse. It was my thought in connection with that if an 
overall water policy were developed, that would follow as a matter of 
course. Naturally the problems involved would merge because of the 
adoption of the direct policy. 

Mr. Reuss. Not just as easily as that. Somebody would have to 
apply his brain to the problem and sit there with charts and tables of 
organization and terms of reference, and so on, and work out a tidy 
solution to this problem of conflicting agencies, would he not? 

Mr. Wareruouse. Yes. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. And the Hoover Commission has not done that. 

Mr. Wareruovse. I do not say that they have done it. No. I 
think if you have an overall water policy as recommended, I say that 
will come about. I do not think it will come about like that over- 
night. 

Mr. Reuss. Somebody has to—— 

Mr. Warternovuse. Work it out. 

Mr. Reuss. And the Hoover Commission has not done so. So to 
that extent we are not helped much by the Hoover Commission in this 
particular field of consolidation and reorganization. 

Mr. WarternHovuse. They have not outlined a complete plan of con- 
solidation, and so forth. No. I think you have to have your policy 
first to see what you are going to do in connection with it, and they 
have not done that, of course. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Waterhouse. We are glad 
to have you. 

Our next witness is Mr. R. P. Stacy, chairman of the New England 
Council. - 

All right, Mr. Stacy. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT P. STACY, DIRECTOR, NEW ENGLAND 
COUNCIL AND THE CONNECTICUT CHAMBER 


Mr. Sracy. Mr. Chairman, I am Robert P. Stacy, a director of 
the New England Council and the Connecticut Chamber. I am 
making this statement on behalf of the New England Council. 

The New England Council is a regional economic development 
agency. It is nonprofit and nongovernmental, financed by more than 
3,000 members. Its relations with Government agencies—both State 
and Federal—are fairly close. 

The council integrates the development work of the business com- 
munity, State, and local government agencies, the New England gov- 
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ernor’s conference, interstate official conference groups, and the New 
England congressional delegation, to some extent. 

The council itseif is an example of the kind of nonpartisan team- 
work which is operating in many fields in New England. We believe 
that private-State-Federal teamwork is a sound pattern for flood- 
control programs. : : 

Council members believe in planning public projects by seeing first 
how much of the project can be accomplished best by private citizens 
or private business enterprise; next, 1f necessary, by maximum use 
of local government agencies to supplement private enterprise; then, 
by turning to State agencies to meet the broader problems not con- 
fined to local government jurisdiction nor capable of being met with 
local resources. 

On matters of still broader interest, New Englanders have developed 
interstate compacts to further regional projects. 

Only after these steps have been taken and after the maximum use 
has been made of local, State, and regional resources to meet problems 
do we favor asking the Federal Government for assistance. 

Our understanding of the purpose of the Hoover Commission is that 
it was authorized to review public policy from the same viewpoint. 
The policy of Congress set forth in Public Law 108 which created 
the Commission repeatedly uses such phrases as “reducing expendi- 
tures,” “eliminating duplication,” “consolidating services,” “abolish- 
ing * * * functions unnecessary to efficient conduct of government”— 
and most important of all—“eliminating nonessential services, func- 
tions, and activities which are competitive with private enterprise.” 

Members of the New England Council believe these are worthy 
objectives and that all possible efforts should be made to accomplish 
them. 

We believe, furthermore, that the Hoover Commission’s recom- 
mendations, if adopted, would further these laudable purposes. 
Therefore, we support the recommendations of that Commission. 

This approach to flood problems does not preclude the use of Fed- 
eral funds. In fact, the Commission’s report to the Congress specifi- 
cally recommends— 


That the Federal Government should assume responsibility when participation 
or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest or to 
accomplish broad national objectives, where projects, because of size or com- 
plexity or potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means or the 
needs of local or private enterprise. 

We endorse that recommendation. 

We believe that Federal participation is needed to solve New Eng- 
land’s present flood problems and we are in support of the program 
presented to the President of the United States and the Congress by 
the New England governors’ conference. 

We do not believe that recourse to any such devices as a Federal 
river valley authority or other imposition of Federal control over 
New England’s natural ,resources is required to carry out this 
program. 

As Laurence F. Whittemore, a former president of the New Eng- 
land Council, once said: 


The more we study New England’s economy, the more we are impressed with 
the fact that it has forged ahead despite a long history of Federal aid to other 
sections of the country. Our part of the country grew up and reached a high 
state of industrial development during that period of the Nation’s history before 
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Federal aid became fashionable and before the means to finance it—primarily 
the corporate and personal income tax—were available. We built our railroads 
without Federal grants, developed our water power with private capital, and 
our economy in each separate situation rose and fell under the free exercise of 
competition based on the laws of supply and demand. 

In progressive social legislation and in our treatment of labor we led the 
Nation, sometimes at the expense of our own pocketbooks. Partly because of a 
tradition of self-reliance and partly because we had already attained a high 
state of industrial development, we have not in recent years led the raids upon 
the Federal Treasury for aids and subsidies of every type and description. 


On the subject of flood control, which we understand is the issue 
upon which the call for this hearing was based, the New England 
Council already has placed itself on record with the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. At a 
hearing in New York City, June 14, 1954, the council said: 


An ideal flood-protection system for New England requires a combination of 
large and small dams on the region’s principal rivers and their tributaries. Past 
developments have been in that direction, and the New England Council believes 
future installations should continue the same pattern. 

Under the Flood Control Act of 1944, the United States Army engineers have 
made a good start on flood-control work in New England. In addition to the 
Federal activities and in connection with their flood-control program, the legisla- 
tures and governors of the four New England States in the Connecticut River 
Basin have ratified an interstate flood-control compact which Congress approved in 
June 1953. Primarily the purpose is to formulate the means of reimbursing 
the States of Vermont and New Hampshire for their losses resulting from the 
taking of land for flood-control measures which benefit other States. 

Since most flood-control projects are financed largely by the Federal Govern- 
ment, their costs are distributed by tuxation over the entire country. Those 
persons located in areas subject to overtiow pay through taxation but a small 
portion of the bill for their own protection. ‘Those who live in areas free from 
floods help pay for the protection of others. This is desirable, if the determina- 
tion of needed projects employs accurate and reasonable criteria of costs and 
benefits and if the criteria are applied uniformly in all parts of the country. 

New England and its people should lend their continuing support to the design 
and construction of an adequate and fairly conceived flood-control program on a 
national scale. The standards of evaluating proposed projects are of particular 
importance. In its sharing of the costs through taxation and the benefits through 
new construction, the region should exercise the same restraint and objectivity 
that it desires in other parts of the country. 

The most important flood problem in New England is the protection of life and 
property. If shortages of water were foreseeable, extreme measures combining 
flood control and conservation might be justified. But at the present time a con- 
tinuation of the compromise method followed in the past is clearly indicated. 

The interstate compact seems to us of the council to be the proper vehicle for 
giving full recognition to these problems, and it provides a most generally satis 
factory basis for selection of sites, with equitable allocation of costs in proportion 
of benefits. 


We still are of the opinion expressed at that time. 

To this should be added the observation that interstate compacts 
also provide an excellent vehicle for regional cooperation with Federal 
Government agencies. 

And finally, we hope that the members of this subcommittee will 
lend their support to the congressional action which will be required to 
carry out the New England flood-control program recommended by 
the New England Governors’ Conference. : 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Stacy, on page 3 you quote Mr. Laurence F. Whitte- 
more, a former president of the New England Council. Does the 
New England Council subscribe to the statement made by Mr. Whitte- 
more ? 

Mr. Stacy. Yes, sir. In this particular statement. 
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Mr. Jones. And do you believe that Mr. Whittemore’s statement is 
factually correct? 

Mr. Sracy. I think so. 

Mr. Jones. Do you agree with his statement where he says: “We 
built our railroads without Federal grants * * *’? 

Mr. Stacy. I assume he was referring to the railroads of New 
England. 

Mr. Jones. The railroads of New England? 

Mr. Sracy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of any railroads in New England that 
were built that were not the beneficiaries of Federal assistance? 

Mr. Sracy. I am not personally very familiar with how our rail- 
roads were built. That is Mr. Whittemore’s statement. 

Mr. Jonrs. My recollection was that in 1946 the railroads of this 
country owned $1,600 million worth of land that was given to them in 
land grants by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Sracy. That could be true. I do not know personally. 

Mr. Jonres. And he makes no confinement of that to the railroads 
of New England. He says, “We built our railroads without Federal 
funds.” I assume he must have one particular railroad in mind. Do 
you think that accounts for that statement ? 

Mr. Stacy. He was president of the New Haven Railroad. 

Mr. Jones. It may be as to the New Haven. I do not know about 
that, but I am surprised that any study of the subject would fail to 
reveal that the railroads have not done pretty well by Federal as- 
sistance. With the advent of the railroads about 1830 the Federal 
Government ceased navigation projects and appropriated most of 
the money for aid and assistance in the construction of railroads in 
every part of the country. 

What flood-control projects has the New England Council accom- 
plished so far, Mr. Stacy ? 

Mr. Sracy. I do not think that the New England Council has ac- 
complished any flood-control projects. There have been some built 
in hae England, of course. 

Mr. Jones. Have there been any built under the interstate compact ? 

Mr. Sracy. There have been, and I think that will be disclosed 
to you a little later by Mr. Shuttler and some others. There have 
been several flood-control dams built, and there have been others 
authorized that have not been built. 

Mr. Jones. Were those built with Federal funds, or funds supplied 
by the member States of the compact? 

Mr. Stacy. Mostly Federal funds, as I understand it. 

Mr. Jones. Are you apprehensive that the Corps of Engineers 
could not undertake the flood-control responsibilities and coordinate 
the efforts of the various States in obtaining maximum development 
of the construction of those dams for flood control ? 

Mr. Sracy. I have personally a very high regard for the Corps of 
Engineers, as I have trees them in New England. If you are re- 
ferring to local 





Mr. Jones. I gather from your testimony you are advocating that 
this flood-control work be deferred until this council, through the In- 
terstate compact, can work out plans and specifications for a compre- 
hensive development of the various basins involved in the flood area. 
Is that correct, sir? 
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Mr. Sracy. The particular dams in question, of course, were to be 
located in New Hampshire and Vermont. The four-State compact 
was intended to reimburse them for their tax loss to an extent by the 
downstate beneficiaries. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think that the Federal Government should con- 
struct multiple-purpose dams for the hydro potential of the stream ¢ 

Mr. Sracy. Well, I think we would have to define what stream. 
I am not familiar with all of the streams. I am somewhat familiar 
with the Connecticut River. 

Mr. Jones. Let us take the Connecticut River then. 

Mr. Sracy. I do not know of any instance where a multiple-pur- 
pose project has been erected by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Jones. On the entire mainstem of the Connecticut River ¢ 

Mr. Sracy. Of any importance. Any important project. 

Mr. Jones. There is no project that has been submitted by the 
Corps of Engineers for flood control and navigation ¢ 

Mr. Sracy. There have been some submitted. I have in mind one 
project in Connecticut for Enfield Rapids. It was and it has been 
proposed over a period of years as a navigation and power project. 
No flood control was involved, since it is a very low head dam, 

Incidentally, it could not be much higher unless you want to flood 
out cities like Springfield or Holyoke or other communities. So that 
at least is one navigation and power project proposed by the Corps of 
Engineers, but it has not been developed on that basis. The applica- 
tion, I understand, is now before the Federal Power Commission to 
develop it as a power project, with future provision for navigation. 

Mr. Jones. That is an application for a license from the Connecti- 
cut Power Co. now pending before the Federal Power Commission ? 

Mr. Stacy. Yes, sir. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you believe that the adoption of the Hoover Com- 
mission’s recommendations would reduce expenditures / 

Mr. Stacy. Would reduce expenditures? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Sracy. I do, definitely. Yes, sir. I have great confidence in 
the makeup and character of that Commission and its nonpartisan 
aupproac h to the problem—not only this Commission, but the first 
Commission. 

Mr. Jonzgs. I see you have given a great deal of attention to the rec- 
ommendations made by the Hoover Commission. Would you like to 
point out in what fields you think a reduction would be made in expen- 
ditures by the Federal Government through the Hoover Commission’s 
recommendations ? 

Mr. Sracy. I assume you are talking about natural resources and 
power ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. Confine it entirely to the report on water 
resources, 

Mr. Sracy. I could point out some very outstanding phases in other 
fields, but confining ourselves to water resources and power, I think 
there can be substantial reductions made especially in the power phase 
of this problem. 

Mr. Jones. How would that be accomplished, Mr. Stacy ? 

Mr. Stacy. By not building them. By the Federal Government not 
building them, of course, and by private enterprise being permitted 
to build them. 


578 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Jones. How would that save the Federal Government money ? 
That makes money for the Federal Government. 

Mr. Stacy. You mean if private enterprise builds it ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sracy. Well, of course it would provide taxes for the Federal 
Government, but it would save the Federal Government an invest- 
ment; would it not? 

Mr. Jongs. Yes, but the Federal Government’s investments in hy- 
droelectric power have been a wise investment and have repaid the 
Federal Government far above the investment, over and above the 
capitalization and amortization of the projects. Therefore I do not 
see that the Federal Government would save any money by giving 
away to some private concern the hydro potential, even though the 
utilities are able to buy a great amount of the power generated at the 
Federal projects. 

Mr. Stacy. Did I understand you to say—I just want to be sure— 
that the Federal Government has made wise investments in all of these 
power projects? Is that what we are discussing ? 

Mr. Jones. In almost all of them. There are some exceptions, and 
I can think of 1 or 2. 

Mr. Stacy. And that they were going to pay back? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. Paying back more. 

Mr. Sracy. And are going to pay interest on that investment while 
they are paying it back? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. Paying far more interest than the Federal 
Government had to pay to obtain the money at a low-interest rate. 

Mr. Sracy. I think you will admit in most of those projects they 
are not paying taxes at least. 

Mr. Jones. They are not what? 

Mr. Sracy. The Federal Government is not paying taxes. 

Mr. Jonrs. No. They are not paying Federal income taxes, if that 
is what you mean, but in almost every case of generation they make 
payments in lieu of taxes. 

You do not expect that the Federal Government would pay itself 
an income tax; do you! Does the fire department in this city pay an 
income tax on its operations because it could not be put out to some- 
body on a contract to operate? Is that a democratic philosophy of 
government? It is Federal property where the national waters are 
running, and that energy is a possession of all the people of the 
United States. It is your property as much as it is mine. 

You do not want the Federal Government to dispose of that prop- 
erty without being properly reimbursed ; do you? 

Mr. Sracy. You asked several questions. I will try to answer 
them one at a time. : 

Speaking about the fire department, a fire department and a police 
department, I think, are a proper function of the Government. I do 
not believe it is a proper function of the Government to undertake to 
supply electric power, necessarily. I mean, it is not a proper function 
of the Federal Government. 

_ Mr. Jones. Do you think that the flood control and navigation and 
irrigation projects at Bonneville are such that the Federal Govern- 
ment should not generate power at that installation ? 
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Mr. Stacy. No; I do not say that. That is power produced inci- 
dental to the development of flood control and irrigation and so forth. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sracy. I am thoroughly in accord with the Federal Govern- 
ment disposing of that power rata profit, if we can. 

Mr. Jones. Now we agree and come back to the point we are in 
agreement on. 

Mr. Stacy. On that particular project. On other projects the Fed- 
eral Government has gone into the power business as a commercial 
entity. 

Mr. Jones. To sell the power. The power generated at Bonneville 
has to be sold and marketed. 

Mr. Stacy. We agreed on that. 

Mr. Jones. So there is nothing unusual about the Federal Govern- 
ment marketing the power which they create? 

Mr. Sracy. Not at Bonneville. 

Mr. Jones. Then take some other dam that you have in mind. 

Mr. Sracy. I didn’t have anything in particular in mind, Mr. Chair- 
man. You rather led me off into this field of the Federal Government 
making money on this power development, which I think I disagree 
with you on. 

Mr. Jones. And it should not build a multiple-purpose project that 
involves electric energy ? 

Mr. Sracy. No, I do not agree that the Federal Government should 
not build some multiple-purpose projects. That is why in the begin- 
ning I asked — what particular river you had in mind. 

Mr. Jonxs. Take any river. Let me follow your thinking as to 
what progress the Federal Government should make, and where the 
lines should cease. 

Mr. Sracy. I think the Federal Government should participate to 
a very large extent in flood control. In power I think they should 
participate in the minimum extent. In other words, they should not 
build these multiple-purpose projects for the power end of the project. 

Mr. Jones. Even though they would be an asset to the Government 
and it would help to pay for the flood-control works on a dam, they 
should not put in generators? 

Mr. Sracy. No, I did not say that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Well, let us start all over again then. 

Mr. Sracy. All right. 

Mr. Jones. When and how do you think that the Federal Govern- 
ment should construct projects that generate hydroelectric power? 

Mr. Stacy. I asked you some considerable time ago about the Con- 
necticut River, or, rather, you asked me if the Federal Government 
should build multiple-purpose projects on the Connecticut River. I 
said I do not know of any case where such a project is justified. 

I mentioned one project at Endfield Rapids where there is no flood 
control involved. It can’t possibly be a multiple-purpose project. 

Mr. Jones. It has navigation. 

Mr. Sracy. The navigation is not being built. It is not contem- 
plated under this first project. 

Mr. Jones. The Corps of Engineers testified earlier that they in- 
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tended to make a temporary plan and make engineering designs for it. 

Mr. Sracy. That is right. Navigation locks will be provided for, 
but not built. 

Mr. Jones. When they can be economically justified, as I under- 
stood it from the general, they would be constructed. 

Mr. Stacy. They probably would. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Allright. Now you think that is all right? 

Mr. Stacy. Yes. I think that particular project is developing all 
right as it should be. Private capital is developing it. 

Mr. Jones. It was before the Federal Power Commission with an 
application pending for a license. Of course, it is not before this 
subcommittee, but the only thing I was trying to inquire from you on 
is to what extent the Federal Government should utilize the hydro 
potential in the construction of a multiple-purpose dam. 

Mr. Stacy. I say when a project is justified on the basis of the flood 
control or irrigation or navigation—which I cannot conceive of on 
navigation—development of Federal power would be justified as an 
incident to those other primary purposes. 

Mr. Jones. On page 2 you say, “We do not believe that recourse to 
any such devices as a Federal river valley authority or other imposi- 
tion of Federal control over New England’s natural resources is 
required to carry out this program.” Do you know anybody who is 
saying that the river authorities should be developed in this area? 

Mr. Sracy. Not at the moment, but there have been several bills 
introduced in the Congress to create a Connecticut River Valley 
Authority. 

Mr. Jones. What is your objection to a river valley authority ? 

Mr. Stacy. Economic. It is not required for the full development 
of the river. If private capital can develop the power facilities, why 
have the Federal Government do it at the expense of the taxpayers? 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Stacy, the truth of the matter is you are just 
against the Federal Government generating electricity and selling it, 
are you not? 

Mr. Stacy. No. 

Mr. Jones. You think that ought to be for the private utilities, 
Is that not a fact? 

Mr. Stacy. Let me ask you. Are you in favor of the Federal 
Government going wholeheartedly into the production of power and 
the building of steam plants when private capital will do that? 

Mr. Jones. Why, Mr. Stacy, I am sorry you do not know by record. 
You would just be astonished to see how far I do go. I have been 
helping and fighting for the Federal appropriations for the con- 
struction of steam plants in the TVA area for a long, long time. I 
think it is a good investment and of course I want to see the Federal 
Government invest in the generation of hydroelectric power and in 

steam generation, when it becomes economically feasible, for the Fed- 
eral Government to protect the interests of the Federal taxpayers 
and make it a successful enterprise. The Federal Government is to 
be protected, of course, and no schisms develop because the Federal 
Government is making wise investments in those kinds of projects. 

We often hear the charge put to us that we are socialistic. The 
private utility business is not a private business like a drugstore. It 
derives its right and authority to operate as a monopoly from the 
people. It even has the ratemaking bodies, which are an instrument 
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of the people, created to regulate them and see that the rates are not 
excessive, but are reasonable. So the decision as to whether a munici- 
pality or an area should have a cooperative or a public service utility, 
or whether it should have a private utility, is a question completely 
for them to resolve, and not for the Federal Government to resolve. 

I am not here now, nor do I expect in the future, to saddle on you 
any type of Government agency that would be repugnant to the best 
interests of the area. I hope I have answered your question—not as 
chairman of this committee, because we are not here answering 
questions, but are here trying to obtain your views from you on 
the Hoover Commission recommendations on water resources and 
power—but I have just volunteered that information to you. 

Mr. Stacy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So if we are at odds in our philosophy, I assure you 
we are not far off base, because we are trying to accomplish the same 
thing. I believe everybody in this country wants a generous amount 
of electricity produced at the lowest possible rates, and believe that 
there is a position in this country for the private utilities just as much 
as there is for public distribution. 

I am regretful and am sorry that we have had this giant colossus 
hovering over the heads of the people of the United States—the 
thought that there is some foreign ideology being fostered by those 
who perhaps believe that public power dev elopment i is just as essen- 
tial as private power development. I assure you that we are not any 
such thing. The Democrats and Republicans down my way evaluate 
the accomplishments of TVA. I assure you there are plenty of 
people down there who vote for the Republican ticket and the Demo- 
cratic ticket who have a concurrence of opinion as to what has been 
accomplished there. 

Mr. Reuss ? 

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Stacy, I note the first sentence of the June 14, 1954, 
statement by the New England Council is that— 

An ideal flood protection system for New England requires a combination of 
large and small dams on the region’s principal rivers and their tributaries. 

I may say that that makes good sense to me but let us get on to 
the principal question, which is, how do you go about getting that 
ideal system which we all want? I note on your first page you 
break down into its components what you regard as the method for 
getting those results. You start with voluntary private effort; then 
local government, regional and county and State and interstate com- 
pacts; and finally you say: 

Only after these steps have been taken and after the maximum use has been 
made of local, State and regional sources to meet problems do we favor asking 
the Federal Government for assistance. 

My question is this: Have all of these steps been taken, and has 
maximum use been made of local, State and regional resources, so 
that the New England Council is now ready to ask the Federal Gov- 
ernment to come in and contribute cash toward the building of large 
and small dams in the region’s principal rivers and their tributaries, 
or, if not, how long do you think it is reasonable to wait before it is 
time to ask the Federal Government to come in? 

Mr. Sracy. That is, as you, I am sure, recognize, a sort of under- 
lying philosophy or principle. To answer your question, I would 
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not say that all of the steps have been taken. I think many of them 
have been. The way that the New England governors, for instance, 
have gone around to visit the flood area. F rankly; gentlemen, I 
think we have to raise our sights on flood protection, because we have 
had unprecedented amounts of water here. At least the Governor of 
Connecticut, I know, has gone around and visited all of the locations. 
He is talking to all of the mayors and city officials and the other 

eople who are familiar with the problem. He has met with the other 
New England governors, and they have met, and I am sure will find 
the support of the New England Council and many other organiza- 
tions. 

Mr. Reuss. Let me rephrase my question, because I am not sure you 
understood it. We are agreed that what is needed is a combination 
of large and small dams on the principal rivers and tributaries. Un- 
fortunately, those dams do not exist, or else we would have been 
spared the tragic floods of this summer. You say that the New Eng- 
land Council is not yet ready to join in asking the Federal Government 
for help in building these necessary dams, because—— 

Mr. Stacy. No, sir. Ido not say that. I say they support the rec- 
ommendations of the New England governors. 

Mr. Reuss. Then I have difficulty with your written statement and 
what you said in your presentation in chief, because you said there 
that only after these steps, i. e., private initiative, local, State and 
interstate compacts, have been taken do we favor asking the Federal 
Government for assistance. You told me those steps have not been 
taken. 

Mr. Stacy. Not all of them, but some of them have. 

Mr. Revss. Then you do not mean what you say. You mean you 
do favor asking the Federal Government for assistance after several, 
but not all of the steps have been taken. Is that right? 

Mr. Stacy. That is right. All of these steps would not be taken in 
every instance, but what we were trying to say here is we believe in 
grassroots type of government—something that comes up from the 
local towns and communities. We consult with them and develop 
the program. 

Mr. Reuss. Have you now got a program for the speedy construc- 
tion by private, local, State and Federal means of these large and 
small dams on the region’s principal rivers and their tributaries? 

Mr. Sracy. I would not say all phases of the problem have been 
solved at all, or have been covered. Some of them may never be 
entirely solved. I do not know whether there is such a thing as com- 
plete flood protection, especially in our State. But the New England 
governors have gotten together on a program which looks like a 
very sound procedure. So far as the council is concerned, the New 
England Council gets in back of that program. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, Mr. Boland ? 

Mr. Botanp. The New Kalin Council agrees with the recom- 


mendations made by the New England governors, as I understand it ? 

Mr. Stacy. That is right. 

Mr. Botanp. You think the Federal Government ought to pay for 
the dams and reservoirs‘ That is the best solution, apparently, or 
one of the best, to our problem of floods in New England and the New 
England governors agree that is so, and I presume your council is in 
agreement with them. ‘ 
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Mr. Sracy. I think the Federal Government in this case will have 
to pay for most of the actual flood dams and works. There are other 
problems, perhaps, such as taking certain lands out of the flood zone 
which local communities and towns will simply have to zone out of 
the industrial and residential areas. 

Mr. Bouanp. It is a rather difficult thing to do in New England, 
though. 

Mr. Stacy. [agree with you. 

Mr. Bouanp. In most cities in the United States they are not built 
near the river. On the Mississippi they are built some ways back. I 
was surprised to learn they are a considerable distance from the river, 
because it is recognized that the river has a right to go in a particular 
area in a certain flood plain. We do not get that in New England 
because they are built on the river. 

Mr. Jones. The Hoover Commission makes that recommendation 
of zoning, and I think it is a very sound recommendation the Hoover 
Commission made. We had the situation over at Louisville where 
there was zoning of prohibited areas from the industrial expansion 
up near the Ohio River. They released that zoning law. The plants 
moved into that area and consequently it meant that the Federal Gov- 
ernment had to spend millions of dollars for protective works. 

If that is what you have in mind, I certainly agree with you. 

Mr. Sracy. That is what I have in mind. 

Mr. Jones. We thank you very much, Mr. Stacy, and all of the 
other people who testified before the committee. 

We will stand adjourned until 9 : 30 in the morning. 

(Whereupon, at 5:45 p. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 9: 30 
a.m. the following day, Tuesday, October 25, 1955.) 






































TI 
cour 
Hon 


pres! 





In 
comr 
Repo 
conti 
Soil 
Unit 
istin: 


COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 


(Water Resources and Power Report) 


Part 3—Springfield, Mass. 


TUESDAY, OCTOBER 25, 1955 


Hovuss Or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Springfield, Mass. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, in the 
courtroom, Post Office Building, Springfield, Mass., at 9:30 a. m., 
Hon. Robert E. Jones, Jr. (chairman of the special subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Robert E. Jones, Jr., and Henry 
S. Reuss. 

Also present: Representative Edward P. Boland; William C. Wise, 
staff director; William L. Sturdevant, staff member; and Orville S. 
Poland, general counsel for the full committee. 

Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The building custodian has left a note to me to announce to the 
visitors, those of you who are in attendance, please do not drop your 
lighted cigarettes on the floor but use the ashtrays which have evi- 
dently been placed for your use. 

Mr. Reporter, I have a telegram from Mr. William J. Farrell, ex- 
ecutive director of the Industrial Development Foundation, which 
reads as follows: 

Representative Rogert E. JONEs, 


Chairman, House Committee on Water Resources, 
Federal Courtroom, Post Office Building, Springfield, Mass.: 

Industrial Development Foundation of Greater Woonsocket, R. I., urges your 
committee to recommend rejection of those sections of the Hoover Commission 
Report which call for curtailment of Federal Government participation in flood 
control. We endorse transfer of control over dams at headquarters from the 
Soil Conservation Administration of the Department of Agriculture to the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. Success of our program to assist ex- 
isting industries and to attract new plants to Woonsocket is dependent also upon 
Federal assistance for a disaster insurance protection program. 

WILLIAM J. FARRELL, 
Executive Director, 
Industrial Development Foundation of Greater Woonsocket. 

In addition to that, I have an editorial on disaster insurance which 
appears in the Commercial Appeal, of Memphis, Tenn., dated Wednes- 
day, October 19, 1955, which will also be made a part of the record at 
this point. 
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(The editorial referred to is as follows:) 


ConTROL WorkKsS ARE BEST 


The Senate Banking and Currency Committee will start hearings this week 
on legislation for federally sponsored flood and disaster insurance. The hear- 
ings will be held against this year’s tragic and costly background of hurricane 
and flood damage. Whether they will be realistically productive remains to be 
seen. 

Agitation for disaster insurance has developed after every great calamity for 
the past half century, without appreciable result. The terrible weekend storm 
over New England which claimed about fourscore lives and did direct damage 
which might reach a half-billion dollars, has increased demand for some type 
of Federal coverage. Damage from flooding by Hurricane Diane has been 
approximated at $144 billion. It is doubted that insurance coverage will exceed 
10 percent of damage done, and will probably be less. 

It is the contention of insurance men that only the worst risks would buy 
insurance if available, and thus, with a limited market, rates would be prohibi- 
tive. A. L. Kirkpatrick, insurance director for the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, likened it to selling life insurance to a person 85 or older. To be 
economically sound, a $1,000 policy would cost $325 a year. 

Most underwriters believe that should flood-control works provide the only 
realistic basis, and until convinced otherwise, we go along with their thinking. 
It is quite significant that where modern flood-control works exist in New Eng- 
land, flood damage has been kept to a minimum. In some instances, Army Engi- 
neer-built flood-control works saved cities which otherwise would have been 
destroyed. 

Commenting on New England’s plight at a recent meeting of the Ohio Valley 
Improvement Association, Lt. Gen. S. D. Sturgis, Chief of Army Engineers, said: 

“Tt must be remembered that virtually none of the flood damages incurred 
were insurable. So today, as is inevitable after every disastrous flood, there is 
much talk of flood insurance * * *. Even though flood insurance is proved to 
be economically feasible, it cannot replace lives, nor can it pay for human 
wretchedness. 

“Not many people would exchange their homes or businesses for silt, slime, 
wreckage, and despair even though paid for it. Hence I should tell you frankly 
that I consider the best possible flood insurance our Nation’s residents could 
have is an adequate flood-control program of projects—completed and in opera- 
tion—for preventing the damage before it occurs.” 

That’s sound advice from the Nation’s chief flood-control authority. It 
stands to reason that if Congress should put the Government into the disaster- 
insurance business, even as an underwriter, that it would require that every 
practical step be taken to make losses minimum. The most practical step would 
be flood-control works. Therefore, why not build them? 

A comprehensive flood-contrel plan for New England could have been acti- 
vated for far less than the economic wastage caused by floods since the 1938 
hurricane. It would be cheaper than any other sort of insurance for the future. 


Mr. Jones. I have an editorial in the Springfield Union of October 
25, 1955, entitled “Congress and the Public.” It will also be made a 
part of the record at this point. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows :) 





CONGRESS AND THE PUBLIC 


According to Representative Robert BE. Jones of Alabama, himself a cham- 
pion of flood control for the New England region, Congress cannot be blamed 
for the inadequacy of the control measures now operating in this area. At the 
hearing on the Hoover Commission’s approach to the overall water problem 
here yesterday, Mr. Jones said he based his observation on his experience as a 
member of the Flood Control Subcommittee of the Public Works Committee. 
Said he: 

“I know from this experience that New England’s grossly inadequate flood 
control is not the fault of Congress. In my belief the principal cause is the lack 
of popular support in New England itself. Public opinion has not been behind 
the proposed projects.” 
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There is an odd truth in the Alabama Congressman’s remark which we do 
not desire to impung in any way; public apathy is general most of the time. 
Yet implicit in his observation there also is illumination on a congressional atti- 
tude that bears scrutiny and that, we believe, works against the public interest. 

At flood-time, especially at the time of such floods as the heavy rains of 
August and this month caused, there is no apathy toward control on the part 
of New Englanders. Not being much different from other human beings, they 
forget how the shoe pinched when the foot no longer hurts. Pressure for dams 
and other control installations drop as the disaster recedes in time, except perhaps, 
for those most directly affected by the floods. And even they lose their sense 
of danger in the course of time. 

It is undoubtedly true that they do not form a vast pressure bloc or lobby in 
favor of flood control, which hammers everlastingly at the necessity for the 
total project and makes life uncomfortable for the members of Congress until 
decisive action is taken. Popular demand has a way of dying of inanition 
when its canse—in this case, flood danger— is suspended. 

But we do not believe that the recurrent apathy of the people in any way 
lightens the responsibility of Congress to take action on flood control, to appro- 
priate adequate sums to finance it, and to see that the residents in tragically 
proven flood areas are guaranteed whatever protection from disaster the Govern- 
ment is able to grant them. The danger persists, even though the sense of 
danger fades. 

For many years now—since the middle and late thirties—a mountain of evi- 
dence has been compiled by Army engineers and others showing feasible methods 
of controlling rampant floods in the New England region. Congress has reacted 
to it by approving the expenditure of sums for flood control that solve only a 
tiny fraction of the problem, if that. We should remember that but for the 
caprice of Hurricane Diane, the torrential rains borne by its winds would have 
hit the watershed of the Connecticut and the drainage areas between northern 
New Hampshire and Vermont and the Massachusetts State line, almost inevi- 
tably creating such floods that even the control installations in operation might 
have been swept away, together with much of the industrial plant in the thriv- 
ing lower Connecticut Valley, which is so important to the economy of the 
Nation, as well as to that of New England. 

The condition is not one to be corrected or to remain as it is according to the 
pressure placed on Congress by masses of people who are too prone to forget the 
flood lessons they should have learned, with the passage of time. The flood 
threat in New England is defined in cold engineering data which has been in 
congressional hands for many years and on which little congressional action 
has heen taken. Congress may explain its dilatory conduct by shifting the blame 
to public apathy but it cannot avoid the responsibility for its lack of action in 
good truth. 

Flood danger in New England is ever-present. It does not require the black 
emphasis of flood tragedies, such as we have been through in recent months, to 
prove its persistence, though that appears to be the case. Flood control is the 
direct responsibility of Congress—with such assistance as the affected States 
may be able to give. The absence or presence of popular pressure should not 
affect the decision of Congress to tackle the problem and solve it, as far as 
possible, immediately. New Englanders will live in constant peril until the 
job is done, whether they are fearful, or apathetic about the control program. 


Mr. Jones. I also have an editorial from the Washington Post of 
October 18, 1955, entitled “Creeping Assistance,” which will be made 
a part of the record at this point. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows:) 


CREEPING ASSISTANCE 


The people living in the vallevs of Connecticut’s rivers—the Housatonic, the 
Naugatuck, the Norwalk, the Mad, the Still, and others—need have no doubt 
that fellow-Americans will rally again to aid and comfort them in the disaster 
that has befallen them by flood for the second time in 2 months. The work of 
reconstruction, barely begun in the wake of the August floods, will have to be 
begun anew; the country will have no doubt that New Englanders will again 
tackle this gigantic job with resolution and courage. But the victims of the 
flood and those who give them help and sympathy must alike ask themselves 
today whether these tragedies could not have been averted by intelligent plan- 
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ning—whether flood-control measures taken in time might not have saved 
immeasurable suffering and destruction. 

Flood control is not a panacea. It cannot be expected to provide absolute 
protection in all situations against flash floods of the type that struck Connecticut, 
New York, and New Jersey last week. Moreover, there are problems involved in 
effecting flood control for heavily populated and long settled areas like New 
England which do not exist in the same degree in less developed regions such 
as the Tennessee Valley. In colonial days, towns were established as a matter 
of course along the rivers and cannot now be relocated; the building of neces- 
sary flood-control reservoirs would, therefore, present serious difficulties. When 
all of this has been acknowledged, however, the fact remains that a practicable 
tlood-control program was proposed for New England by the Army Corps of 
Nngineers after the disastrous flood of 1936. There is no doubt whatever that, 
had the program been put into operation, it would have diminished damage in 
the Naugatuck Valley, where the flood destruction was greatest in August as well 
as last week. The proposed Thomaston Dam might well have spared Water- 
bury, Ansonia, Winsted, and neighboring industrial communities. A bit farther 
north, two proposed projects might have done a good deal to protect Woonsocket 
and Worcester from needless damage. 

But New England has been resistant to the recommendations of the Army 
Corps of Engineers and to other flood control proposals—in large part, it would 
seem, out of a doctrinaire distaste for what is sometimes called creeping socialism. 
Every suggestion that flood control be accomplished through the construction of 
multipurpose dams, which would be used for the generation of electric power, has 
encountered the adamant opposition of the private power companies. The 
whole New England river situation ought to receive fresh and unprejudiced 
scrutiny. And it would be well to bear in mind that there is nothing more 
creepingly socialistic about Federal aid for flood prevention than there is about 
Federal aid for the victims of disaster. 


Mr. Jones. Our first witness this morning is Mr. Phillip Shutler. 
However, Mr. Shutler, we have a witness we carried over from yester- 
day, Mayor Burke of Westfield, who has a short statement. 


Won’t you come around, Madam? Will you identify yourself for 
the reporter, please / 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALICE D. BURKE, MAYOR, WESTFIELD, MASS. 


Mayor Burke. Mayor Alice D. Burke, mayor of the city of West- 
field, Mass. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Water Re- 
sources and Power, the city of Westfield, Mass., has suffered from 
the flood waters of the Westfield River many times. The most damag- 
ing floods occurred in 1927, 1936, 1938, 1949, and August and October 
in 1955. 

We respectfully urge immediate action to implement legislation for 
the authorization, planning, and construction of the Littleville Dam 
on the Middle Branch of the Westfield River. 

We further urge that steps be taken to investigate all possible 
avenues of approach to remedying the disastrous conditions recently 
experienced along the Little River below Cobble Mountain Dam. 

The city of Westfield would also appreciate having an investigation 
made and action taken to control the flow of flood waters from the 
West Branch of the Westfield River. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Now Mr. Shutler, who is representing the Governor of 
Vermont, and also appearing as director the Connecticut River Valley 
Flood Control Association. 

Weare glad to have you, sir. 
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STATEMENT OF PHILLIP SHUTLER, REPRESENTING THE GOV- 
ERNOR OF VERMONT, ALSO APPEARING AS DIRECTOR, CON- 
NECTICUT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Suutier. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for 
the record, I am Philip Shutler. I represent the governor first and 
then 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Shutler, will you speak louder, because we have 
some old people up here and have difficulty hearing you. 

Mr. Suurier. Mr. Chairman, I have difficulty in speaking. I have 
been trying to get rid of a cold for 3 or 4 weeks. TI will do the best 
I can, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suutter. I have not had an opportunity to read the task force 
report. I have read the Hoover Commission’s report, but I have 
not had an opportunity to study it. I think there may be some things 
in the report that are of particular interest to Members of Congress. 

The report details the number of agencies concerned with water 
resource problems, and at a later period indicates that because of 
differing legislation governing the actions of these various agencies, 
there are various striking differences in the approach to the problem 
and matters resulting from the action. I know that this report indi- 
cates that there have been in the past estimates of costs and benefits 
which have not stood up when the works were completed. 

Mr. Jones. Are you talking about the Corps of Engineers’ projects 
now ? 

Mr. Suutier. They detailed Corps of Engineers; they detailed 
Reclamation, and they also detailed the Department of Agriculture. 

I am sure the members of your committee are familiar with the fact 
that there is great competition for appropriations not only by regions 
of this country, but by the various agencies. That is w ell known. 

What the answer to these incorrect estimates of costs or benefits is, I 
do not know. 

Mr. Jones. Did you say the cause of their errors? 

Mr. Suutier. Yes. I think perhaps Gresham’s law works here. 
That law in economics says bad money drives out good money. I 
think perhaps bad estimates drive out good estimates. I do not know 
who began the poor estimates. 

Mr. Jones. Mr Shutler, did you ever take occasion to study the 
time elements involved in the estimates when they are first submitted 
to Congress and the time when the average projects receives an appro- 
priation ? 

Mr. Suutcer. I was about to go into that as a part of the differ- 
ence between the estimates and the costs. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suutier. Now, an estimate prepared in 1941 would have to be 
severly upgraded to make it applicable to the costs in 1949 or in 1954. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. Are you saying that the costs and the bene- 
fits are static? 

Mr. Suurter. No; I am not saying that, sir. I am merely saying 
when I said that, that an estimate prepared in 1941 would have to be 
upgraded to be applicable to 1954—I am saying only what we all 
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know, that is, that in those years there has been a tremendous decrease 
in what a dollar will buy, and we are using the same symbol 

Mr. Jones. Congress has used a rule of thumb that when a project 
goes up in cost it goes up in its ratio of benefits. We have tried to 
bring about some analysis to study it as to whether or not the increases 
are in proportion to the increased benefits and the increased costs of 
the project. So far we have not been able to say that the benefits 
have not been commensurate with the increased costs. 

Mr. Suutter. I think each case would have to be examined by 
itself. Some of them will be increased more than the cost, and some 
of them less. 

Mr. Jones. And some of them, because of the changed conditions 
and the economic changes, are changed to such an extent that they 
are not economically feasible at all. 

Mr. Suuttier. I think that is true too. 

Mr. Jones. We have expended some $42 million in planning of 
projects that will never be executed. Of course, we lose a lot of 
money like that. We have one project in New York, I recall spe- 
cifically, where we spent more on planning than the estimated project 
would cost, and it is still not underway. Of course, that is the fault 
of the Congress. I do not think it is entirely the fault of the agency 
which prepared the estimates. 

Mr. Suutter. I am not attempting to fix any blame. I noticed 
that the report does not, except in the way that it says there should 
be more specific direction from the Congress to the agencies that 
make the reports. 

Mr. Jones. Are you familiar with the reports made by the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Public Works in 1952 of which I was 
chairman, and which recommended that the planning stage of the 
works of both the Corps of Engineers as well as other agencies, with 
the exception of the Department of the Interior projects, be eliminated 
as a separate stage in the planning and execution of the projects? 

Mr. Suutter. I read most of your report, Mr. Jones. 1 am not 
currently familiar with the provisions. I think that that represents 
the governor’s feeling, that there can be a considerable good coming 
out of these recommendations to have more careful budgetary control 
of activities of the spending agencies. 

Mr. Jones. Are you referring to the Hoover Commission’s recom- 
mendation in their report that the Bureau of the Budget be 
strengthened with trained personnel of a technical nature for assay- 
ing the reports submitted to them by the various agencies ? 

Mr. Suutter. I note that is here. Considering the whole country, 
and all of the things that come up, and the extent of the work, it 
would have to be a tremendous organization to be able to check on 
down through all of these proposals. 

Mr. Jones. Are you familiar with the course that a project must 
follow before it is authorized by the Congress and the various steps 
that the Corps of Engineers employ ? 

Mr. Suottier. I think Iam,sir. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That process within itself is about a 2- to 3-year oper- 
ation. 

Mr. Suutter. Yes, sir; that istrue. Except in extraordinary cases. 

Gentlemen, I should like to speak now about the Connecticut River 
flood control problem. 
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On yesterday there was some discussion of, let us say, upstream 
against downstream States. ‘That is a mis sunderst nding of the situ- 
ation. That does not enter into the problem now. 

Mr. Jones. You say it does not enter into the problem now? 

Mr. Suutter. It does not. 

I do not want to be misunderstood. There are people in the places 
where reservoirs are to be built, who object to having their lands 
taken. You can understand that perfectly. 

Mr. Jonzs. That is true. 

Mr. Suvutier. That occurs everywhere in the country. That is 
not a distinctive characteristic of the upriver States, or at least these 
particular upriver States. There was, as you know, a period in which 
one upriver State opposed construction of dams within its borders. 
That State is Vermont. Vermont has not done so since the passage 
of the 1944 Flood Control Act. 

If we strip all of the feathers off the animal and look at the naked 
carcass, here was the difficulty: The 1938 Flood Control Act directed 
the Secretary of the Army to acquire in the name of the United States 
all lands and rights needed for flood-control dams and to pay all of 
the costs, and to acquire these properties without regard to any pro- 
hibition in any other law respecting State consent. 

Now we people in Vermont, I believe, are old-fashioned on matters 
which we think are fundamentally important. We hold that that 
section of the law would strip or did strip every part of sovereignty 
left in the States from the States, because if a State has nothing to 
say about where a reservoir or any other development is made within 
its borders, then its control of its area and its legislative rights over 
that area are gone. That was our position. 

Mr. Jones. How did it differ from any other acquisition by the 
Federal Government of property for construction of dams? 

Mr. Suuttrr. I think we go back to the Constitution in that regard. 

Mr. Jones. No. Iam not asking you that question. The question 
I am asking you is, how is it different from the C orps of Engineers 
acquiring property for the construction of a dam in Tennessee, or 
California, or any other State? 

Mr. Suurter. We do not say so. 

Mr. Jones. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Suter. We say that that is universal. 

Mr. Jones. So you object to the universal application of the Fed- 
eral laws with respect to the acquisition of property for the con- 
struction of dams and remedial works by the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Suutier. If the State had nothing to say about where they 
were located or which ones should be built. 

Mr. Jones. Is the site a subject of discussion between the Corps of 
Engineers, as authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1938, and the 
State of Vermont and various other States affected by the flood? 

Mr. Suutier. Were they subject to discussion ? 

Mr. Jones. Was there a discussion by the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Suutier. There is only one hearing that I know of, sir, that 
had to do with a proposed site on the West River. All the testimony 
that was adduced at the hearing was opposed to it. They did not 
appear—such testimony or any thing else did not appear in the report. 
We did not know what was proposed i in the State until the Authoriza- 
tion Act of 1941. 
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Mr. Jones. Do you know of other States in which the Federal 
Government under the Flood Control Act of 1938 acquired property 
and constructed a dam which trespassed on the sovereignty of the 
States in which the projects were constructed ? 

Mr. Suvutter. Sir, they did not acquire any in Vermont under the 
law until after the 1944 act. There was a proposal on dams in the 
State of Massachusetts. The legislature of Massachusetts passed an 
act authorizing the purchase. 

Mr. Jones. Does the organization you represent still take the posi- 
tion that the Federal Government should come in and acquire those 
properties for flood control purposes ? 

Mr. Suvtver. I do not quite see how you got to that point. I have 
said in the beginning, sir, that since 1944 there was no acquisition, 
or, that is, the objection on the part of Vermont stopped after the 
1944 act, so I do not quite see how the idea might carry over to pres- 
ent conditions. 

Mr. Jones. I see. How did the 1944 Flood Control Act vary or 
differ from the 1938 act, as far as objections are concerned that you 
had in 1938? 

Mr. Suuter. I do not recall the language exactly, sir, but it pro- 
vides that. hereafter no project authorized for flood control shall be 
prosecuted by the Corps of Engineers except that during the plan- 
ning stage there shall be full information back and forth between the 
States where the project is located, and that before the report goes 
to Congress, the purpose of that being to wipe out any controversy 
between State or agency—before the report went to Congress that the 
Governor of the State shall have 90 days after the Chief’s report has 
been prepared, to comment on it. If he has objections and still has 
objections, then the objections of the Governor shall be printed in 
the same document as the engineers’ report. 

Mr. Jones. So the Flood Control Act of 1944 cures the objection 
that your association raised to the 1938 act ? 

Mr. Suutver. I would like to correct that. Our association did 
not raise that objection. The State of Vermont did. The associa- 
tion did not come into being until 1953. 

Mr. Jones. I see. Are you speaking now for the association ? 

Mr. Suutter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Does the association have any objections to the Federal 
Government, through the Corps of Engineers, constructing flood- 
control projects in the States of Vermont, on the Connecticut River? 

Mr. Suvutier. Quite the contrary, sir. The commission is a body set 
up by compact between the four States on the Connecticut River. 
The compact gives consent of the States to the construction of flood- 
control dams at certain sites. I believe there are 6 in Vermont, 5 
in New Hampshire, and 1 additional one in Massachusetts. 

Now, until that compact was arrived at, the upriver States did 
have an objection to building further dams. That arose because of 
the fact that the Government owning the properties, all of the Iands 
taken were taken away from the tax rolls of the municipalities where 
the dams were located. Those people, the municipal officials, are no 
different there than they are anywhere else. They have lost taxes 
to the benefit of the other cities downstream. 
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Our legislature could not go along until there was some way of 
reimbursement for taxes. That is one of the things which the compact 
cloes. 

I think you gentlemen understand perfectly the difficulty of a small 
town sc ‘rambling for taxes and losing a considerable part. 

Mr. Jones. Ye es, Sir. 

Mr. Suvut ier. That is taken care of. Now the commission looked 
at the situation of the Connecticut River. It was formed in Septem- 
ber 1953 under this compact. The plan of control for the Connecticut 
River is made up of two features: (1) Dikes before the larger cities 
downstream ; and (2) upstream reservoirs. 

The dikes, when the river is very low, seem to do the job. Some- 
times way up above the stream it looks as though they might not be 
needed, or there might not be any need for any upstream control. 
The people have gotten to the point where they have been relying 
on their protection from the dikes which, as General Fleming testi- 
fied yesterday, I believe, need the supplemental works of upstream 
reservoirs. We could not arouse any interest. It was 17 years since 
the last previous flood. We tried as hard as we could to arouse some 
interest. We had a hearing in Springfield, and another at Hartford. 
We read from what General Fleming said at our meeting in Hartford. 

The purpose of those meetings was to alert the people to the need 
for additional protection. The longer the distance away from the last 
flood, the nearer we were to the next. But the people did not ordi- 
narily think of that. If a flood has been a long time in the past, the 
belief grows up that there will never be another one. That is what 
we were trying to do. 

I appeared “before your committee in the House asking for con- 
struction money for Barre Falls in Massac husetts, and something like 
$260,000 planning money for Otter Brook in New Hampshire. That 
was in 1954. We did get $100,000 for planning but we could not get 
any construction money. 

The commission has prepared what we believe to be a reasonable 
schedule under conditions that existed before these floods, and the 
time when they should be built. After considering the effects of these 
Hoods, the commission believes that that time schedule, which we 
thought was right then, would be very much collapsed, and the work 
should go on very much faster. 

Mr. Jonrs. Has your committee taken any official position on the 
Hoover Commission report / 

Mr. Suvutier. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions, Mr. Boland? 

Mr. Botanp. Are you familiar with the reservoirs that are going to 
be built up in Vermont now / 

Mr. Suutwter. I did not quite hear you, sir? 

Mr. Botanp. Are you familiar with the reservoirs that have been 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers for construction in Ver- 
mont ? 

Mr. Snutuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. There is total agreement on the part of the admiinis- 
tration in Vermont—not total on the part of the people, but at least 
on the part of the officials in Vermont there is agreement that they 
will be built. There is no opposition to the building of the reservoirs 
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there except on the part of some of the people who live in the areas 
affected. 

Mr. Suurter. No, sir. That is not quite the situation. There has 
been agreement on a number in Vermont—not all of them. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you know the ones on which there has been agree- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Suutwer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Can you name them ? 

Mr. Suvurier. Ball Mountain, Townshend, and the Island Dam on 
the West River. 

Mr. Botanp. How about North Hartland? 

Mr. Suuvrier. North Hartland. 

Mr. Botanp. How about North Springfield ? 

Mr. Suutier. A hearing was held under our requirements of our 
law at North Springfield about a week ago. The recommendations of 
the board have not come out yet. Others in Vermont are these. I 
have them here: Victory on the Moose River; Groton Pond on the 
Wells River; a site at Bloomfield on the Nuthegan River. 

Mr. Botanp. I don’t find Bloomfield on my list here. Is that a 
fairly new recommendation ? 

Mr. Suurzer. That is not on the list of authorized projects. No, 
sir. 

Mr. Boxtanp. The only ones apparently that we are interested in 
at the moment are North Hartland, Ball Mountain, Townshend, and 
North Springfield. I think those are reservoirs that have been recom- 
mended for construction and it is the opinion of the Corps of Engi- 
neers that they will at least alleviate to a great extent the problem 
on the Connecticut River. 

Mr. Suvutier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. I can understand the opposition of the people of Ver- 
mont because of the fact that a great part of their lands are being 
taken. As I tried to total up the amount of the estimated cost of these 
projects, it would run to somewhere around $70 million for just 7 pro- 
jects listed here. Not all of them, though, have been authorized, so 
I presume that a great area of the State of Vermont will be taken for 
reservoir purposes. Consequently I can understand the opposition 
of some of the people there. 

However, just as you indicate, since the Connecticut River flood- 
control compact was adopted there has been agreement, and I think 
the State of Vermont is to be commended on their attitude in trying 
to protect the people downstream on the main stem of the Connecticut 
River. 

What is the position of official Vermont in making these dams and 
reservoirs multiple-purpose dams? 

Mr. Suutier. Well, I don’t know that there is a position that I 
could say was official in Vermont, but I would like to say this to you, 
sir: That anybody who has been connected with water resource de- 
velopment who would deny a multiple-purpose development where it 
is economic and where the various steps can be justified on a benefit- 
cost return, I think is plain crazy. 

Mr. Botanp. These are all single-purpose dams and reservoirs. 

Mr. Suut er. I wish the committee could go up and look at the 
territory and see what there is. 
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Mr. Jones. I would like to go up there. It is such beautiful coun- 
try. If you get me up there I would like to stay. 

Mr. SuHutier. We would like to have you. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you need more power in. Vermont. 

Mr. SHuTLER, Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. Could you use more power ? 

Mr. Suvutier. I believe so. 

Mr. Botanp. Would it help the State economically if you had more 
power and cheaper power? 

Mr. Suutier. Now, if we may go back to this other discussion for 
just a minute, these sites, because of the topographic conditions or 
other features, are capable of being developed up to a certain capacity 
of storage. When they are developed for ood control you have taken 
away the possibility which the State has if no development is there 
for having power developed at that site if it is feasible. It is hard 
to justify a development of power if you are figuring costs and bene- 
fits, where you get down to a streamflow for a large part of the year 
which would not justify your using the plant more than 2 or 3 hours 
a day, or even less than that. That is the situation in some of our 
streams. There is tremendous power there during the spring runoff 
and after a great storm, but for a large part of the year the stream- 
flow is deficient. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much. I appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much. 

I was rather interested in the question that Representative Boland 
asked about the need for more power and cheaper power. You were 
going to come to that. 

Mr. Suvutier. Yes. Well, as evidence that more power is desired, 
the State is actively attempting to get a chip-off from the St. Lawrence 
power from the State of New York. 

Mr. Reuss. There is a recognition that more kilowatts and cheaper 
power are desirable from the standpoint of the State’s development ? 

Mr. Suutter. Well if you put two things together, either one of 
them—everybody would feel was desirable—either cheaper power or 
more power. 

Mr. Reuss. Or both? 

Mr. Suvutter. Or both. Sure. 

Mr. Revss. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Shutler. 

Mr. Suutter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mr. Orville Poland, who will pre- 
sent the statement of ex-Governor Dever of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Poland is a Bay State resident and general counsel of the full Com- 
mittee on Government Operations. 

Of course, we are always glad to have you, Mr. Poland. 


STATEMENT OF ORVILLE S. POLAND, GENERAL COUNSEL, COM- 
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRE- 
SENTIVES, REPRESENTING HON. PAUL A. DEVER, FORMER 
GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Potanp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Governor Dever phoned me last night expressing his regrets at his 
inability to be present this morning and present his views to you on 
70818—56—pt. 3——9 
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this question, and asked me if I would be good enough, with your 
consent, to read them for the purposes of the record. 
Mr. Jones. We will be very glad to have you do so, Mr. Poland. 
Mr. Potanp (reading) : 


One of New England’s great resources is its water. Where else in so compact 
an area can one find rivers comparable in number and size with the Penobscot 
and the Kennebec, the Androscoggin and the Saco, the Piscataquis and the 
Merrimack, the Connecticut and the Housatonic, the Blackstone, the Swift, the 
Naugatuck, and the Hoosac? 

This wealth of water resource carries with it an obligation of care and control; 
an opportunity for development; and the ever present threat of the disaster that 
rides a river at flood stage. From time to time for 300 years our rivers 
have overflown their banks and wrought destruction in their paths. In the 25. 
years prior to the floods of 1955, with their colossal but uncomputed damage, 
New England floods cost 438 lives and $265 million. The damage worked by 
rivers on a rampage may be unpredictable but it is recurrent, certain, and 
devastating. 

In 1949 when I became Governor of Massachusetts almost the first problem 
that confronted me was the havoc wrought by the New Year’s flood of that 
year in North Adams. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts made $2 million 
immediately available for debris removal and rehabilitation. Pursuant to my 
urgent request the Congress authorized flood control projects to a cost of about 
$17 million. Nearly all the Massachusetts money expended for this flood relief 
was paid by taxpayers in other parts of the State. I venture to think that only 
an infinitesimal part of the $17 million of Federal flood control appropriations 
will ever be paid by the people of North Adams. I mention this because the 
Hocver report, as I understand it, urges the basie policy of making the beneficiary 
pay the cost of his benefits. Of course, this would have been impossible in 
North Adams where the value of the property jeopardized by the flood was less 
than the cost of the control project and the Corps of Engineers had to blanket 
in a hypothetical threat to a defense industry and a possible justification for 
the project. It would even be difficult to tax the people of Massachusetts for 
the entire $17 million (as the Hoover Commission would do) when as fine a 
community as North Adams represents only one-half of 1 percent of the popu- 
lation of the State. 

As I read the recommendations of the Hoover Commission they would gen- 
enarlly require an unaided single-purpose economic justification for any pro- 
posed project. This precludes a fiscally sound estimate of the cumulative 
benefits of a multipurpose development as the economic justification for the 
overall project. There is the Hoover Commission’s further insistence that, as 
far as possible, the locality or State benefited shall bear the cost. Thus a 
fantastic and unrealistic standard of economic justification, coupled with the 
requirement that the benefited community hoist itself by its own economic boot 
straps, would make practically every river development project impossible save 
only those which promise a direct dividend return to private investors. The 
result would be complete stagnation in river valley development marked only 
by recurrent uncontrolled floods swirling desolation in their wake. I firmly 
believe that long after the Hoover report is gathering dust in the limbo of 
forgotten documents, the Constitution of the United States will still be imple- 
mented “to promote the general welfare.” 

The New England-New York Inter Agency Committee has just filed its report. 
It spent nearly 4 years studying the water problems of New England. Its final 
membership represented the same administration that appointed the Hoover 
Commission and perhaps some of its policy judgments were colored thereby. 
But the NENYIAC had the integrity to report that a multipurpose development 
of the New England rivers would yield five times as much flood control as single- 
purpose development. In the Connecticut Valley alone it would result in 1,275,000 
acre-feet of storage besides 748,000 kilowatts of electric energy. The FPC esti- 
mates the undeveloped peak load hydropower of New England as 3 million 
kilowatts. With flood control recreation, soil conservation, and other benefits 
bearing their proper share of the costs this would be cheap power. An indus- 
trial user in Boston now pays $1,380 a month for 60,000 kilowatt-hours—in Bir- 
mingham he would pay $820 a month or $6,720 less in a year. A larger con 
sumer in Boston would pay $6,608 a month for what would cost him $3,550 a 
month in Birmingham—a difference of $36,696 a year. Let no one say that a 
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difference of this order is not a factor in the location ot industry. This added 
expense bears very heavily on the durable goods industry which New England so 
greatly needs. 

While it is true that the high price of electric current in New England lessens 
the demand (residential consumption in Tacoma is nearly six times as great as 
in Boston) it is also true that the projected electric requirements of New England 
call for three times the present generation rate by 1975 and the entire 3 million 
kilowatts of undeveloped hydropower is only a fraction of the power that will 
be needed in this area. 


Mr. Jones. You used some figures on Birmingham, Ala. It is not 
in the TVA area, but it is served by a private utility. 

Mr. Potanb. I would assume, if I may interpolate here, Mr. Chair- 
man, that Birmingham, served by private utilities, is within the area 
affected by the yardstick of the TVA. | Reading: | 


A glaring omission from the Hoover report is any mention of the possibility 
of utilizing atomic energy. New England must pay high transportation costs 
on the fossile fuel which it does not produce but must use. Yet this area has 
the greatest industrial potential of any equivalent area in the United States. 
It has experience, manpower, skill, process water, climate, and financial acumen. 
It needs diversification of its consumer goods industries and it needs new 
durable goods industry. New England is the natural place for the development 
of atomic energy rather than in the midst of coal fields. 

I hear that there is a recommendation from the White House that atomie 
energy be considered for New England but only under the auspices of private 
capital. I believe in private capital and I believe in a good return on private 
investment. Sut | know that the American people have invested $14 billion 
in atomje research and development and I believe that it is time they got some 
return on their investment apart from military protection. I repeat that New 
England is the place to develop atomic energy. With this power available at 
attractive rates private capital would find desirable investment in a new indus- 
trial program where profits are not restricted by any utility commission to 
6 percent. I just do not think it entirely fair to ask the taxpayers to contribute 
$14 billion for research and then prescribe that all the profits should go to private 
investors in a reactor. This new atomic industrial era in New England could 
yield substantial profits to wise investors, afford uninterrupted employment to 
thousands of workers and at the same time make power available at the lowest 
possible cost, attracting industry and providing abundant current for the tax- 
paying householder. 

These river basin views are not new. Four times in messages to the Massa- 
chusetts legislature I have urged that our State do all in its power to effectuate 
these ends. Bills have been introduced in the Congress to the same purpose 
but one and all they have had to yield to the claims of adverse and self-serving 
interests. 

In 1950 I addressed the President’s Water Policy Commission in this very 
city. I said then and I say again: 

“It is economically unjustifiable and socially wrong to attempt to utilize our 
water resources on a single-purpose basis. If this be true, then their utilization 
must be on a multipurpose basis under a program of comprehensive development. 
Under such a program, pollution control will include the protection of wildlife, 
and flood control may well be obtained by building a power dam. In this area, 
electric power is more important than irrigation and flood control than river 
navigation. These priorities are obvious. What I wish to stress is the impera 
tive desirability of the unified and comprehensive multipurpose development of 
our river basin area. 

“The eriteria and standards for evaluating water resources projects should 
be the first decision made. These criteria are. so to speak, a major premise in 
any reasoning on the feasibility of water-resource projects. If the premise be 
false, the conclusion cannot be true. Varying standards of evaluation may be 
the reason why a flood-control project is rejected 1 year and approved the next: 
why some surveys find the hydroelectric potentials of New England exhausted 
and others find the same potentials more than ample. 

“I cannot accept the proposition that the admitted and legitimate social needs 
of the people who live in a river basin must be made a part of the capital struc- 
ture of a river project and show a dollars and cents return on the investment. 

“T cannot believe that the cost of saving human lives in a flood must be figured 
in the rate base of a hydroelectric project. 
















































598 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


“T cannot agree that the prevention of pestilence by eliminating pollution must 
be tried by the touchstone of economic justification. 

“The demand for an immediate dollars and cents return on every phase of 
river development would mean the abandonment of vitally important flood con- 
trol, pollution and land use projects as beyond the unaugmented means of the 
taxpayers of the region. As a corollary all hydroelectric power projects would 
have to justify themselves without the proper and legitimate aid of underlying 
related water-resources projects. 

“But if, in our criteria of feasibility, we properly allocate socially necessary 
costs and expenditures, we will then be in a position to form accurate judgments 
of the economic justification of the revenue-producing. portions of our water- 
resources projects. It is because all these elements—both the socially necessary 
and the economically profitable—exist at one and the same time in the same 
project in the same river basin that I adhere to the proposition that a unified 
and comprehensive development program is essential.” 

The same idea was more concisely put by one of our great Presidents. Presi- 
dent Roosevelt in a letter of transmittal to Congress said: 

“Every stream should be used to its utmost. No stream can be so used unless 
such use is planned for in advance. When such plans are made, we shall find 
that, instead of interfering, one use can often be made to assist another. Each 
river system, from its headwaters in the forest to its mouth on the coast, is a 
single unit and should be treated as such.” 

This letter was written by Theodore Roosevelt in 1908. 

I denounce the obvious rhetorical sham of decrying as ‘“‘creeping socialism” 
our one best protection against the floodwater destruction that wasteth a noon- 
day. I challenge the rhetorical fraud that describes as “partnership” the 
abandonment of our people to be drowned in the torrent that strikes terror at 
midnight. 

Let no rhetorical cliches—no special interest—prevent the development of our 
river basins as the forerunner of new vistas of beauty and areas of recreation in 
our river valleys; of acres of fertile farmland kept on the farms instead of being 
washed down the rivers into the sea; of renewed wildlife in riparian forests; 
of fish in clear streams; of more abundant and cheaper power for our industries 
and our homes; of rivers free from pollution and pestilence; of the guaranty 
of the continuance of the supply of good water which makes our cities hahitable 
and insures our continued industrial supremacy; and finally, of river valleys 
without the dread premonition of death and destruction from floods. 


Mr. Jones. A very excellent statement. I hope you will convey to 
Governor Dever our regret that he was not able to be here, but you 
can assure him he had a good advocate in his stead. 

Mr. Potanp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Poland. 

The next witness is Dr. Seymour Harris, economics professor at 
Harvard University. 

We are glad to have you, Dr. Harris. 


STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR E. HARRIS, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS, 
HARVARD UNIVERSITY, AND CHAIRMAN, NEW ENGLAND GOV- 
ERNORS’ TEXTILE COMMITTEE 


Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, if it is agreeable to you I would like to 
enter this statement I have prepared into the record and perhaps 
develop the subject on the basis of this statement on my own. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that I am representing the New England 
Governors’ Textile Committee, and perhaps also saying something as 
an economist. 

I do not consider myself an expert on flood control, although I 
daresay I have read 2,000 pages of the Hoover report and have learned 
something. I may also say Tam speaking especially on the economic 
issues that are involved, and also the problem of the interests of New 


England. 
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As an economist, I have been teaching for some 36 years, first at 
Princeton and then at Harvard. I have written some 28 books on 
economics, including quite a number on regional problems. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, there are all kinds of ways for dealing 
with this problem: Flood control, zoning, Federal help when some- 
thing goes wrong, tax relief, insurance, and subsidies. 

I would like to discuss these alternatives and perhaps suggest how 
an economist looks at this problem. I may also say that I read the 
Hoover report, both the staff’s report and the Commission’s report, 
and I am sure there are a good many good points in the Hoover report. 
There is evidence of waste and duplication and underestimation of 
costs and overestimation of benefits in outlays for flood control. 

I would not for one minute say there was not an awful lot of good 
stuff in the Hoover report. I might add, though, that I am myself 
going to say a good deal in criticism of the report as I see it, from the 
viewpoint of an economist. 

The report, for example, deals with the problem of costs and says 
through the fiscal year 1954 there were $4.3 billion appropriated of 
$14.3 billion in toto for water use. It also points out that the cost 
of construction of these projects when finally completed would be 
$11.4 billion of a total cost for water of $30 billion. Then you get 
the following inflation of costs. You start with an engineers’ esti- 
mate of 1948 of $12.3 billion for flood control. These are really 
programed. You inflate these by the present price level and you get 
$15.3 billion. Then you multiply this by 134 to allow for the non- 
flood-control aspects of the particular program, which gives you $25 
billion. Then you add the interest and amortization over 50 years, 
which gives you $41 billion. 


On top of that, the Hoover report says that the projects of the De- 
partment of Agriculture have been estimated to cost $16.8 billion. 
Therefore it suggests that $58 billion in all is involved. However, 
seven pages later the report says that only $42 million has been appro- 
priated under the agricultural program. 

I think this gives an unfortunate impression that the program as 
now planned, although not acer is a much more expensive 


one than itis actually. Even if you assume the cost at $41 billion over 
50 years and assume the years 1940 to 1990 are covered, which is the 
period of most of these costs, you get an average cost during this 
period of something like $500 million to $600 million. Therefore the 
cost of this tremendous program, which is a highly inflated estimate, 
amounts to something like one-fifth or one-sixth of 1 percent of 
our gross national product. 

If you also take into account two factors which the Commission does 
not take into account, you get a different picture. 

1. All of these programs yield great benefits, as the Commission 
suggests, but the Commission never says a word about the fact that 
these benefits means higher incomes or smaller losses and, therefore, a 
large rise in tax yields. Therefore, when you have these costs you 
ought to consider a rise of income and increase in tax yields and take 
into account another factor that they mentioned. They are very criti- 
cal of the Corps of Engineers and other groups involved because they 
do not operate in an anticyclical way, which means, of course, that 
they do not do more building in periods of depression and less build- 
ing in periods of prosperity. 


. 
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In one sense it is silly, because there are times when you have to 
build, irrespective of the economic conditions. For example, if you 

want to deal with these floods in New England you will not wait for 
a depression before you begin doing something about it. On the 
other hand, it is true to some extent your expenditures ¢ and programs 
may be adjusted to the business cycle. Insofar as it is true you have 
an additional gain from these programs, because these expenditures 
in periods of depression tend to raise income considerably more than 
expenditures and also increase tax yields correspondingly. So much 
for the general problem of costs. 

It has been said this morning while I was here—and I noticed that 
Governor Dever made that point—now the general view of the Hoover 
Commission and also of the task force is that as much as possible of 
the program should be undertaken by State and local governments. 
It is pointed out by both the C ommission and the staff that something 
like 6 or 7 percent of our total expenditures up to date for flood control 
have been paid for by State and local governments. The view of the 

task force is that as a minimum these ‘governments should contribute 

50 percent. Apparently, if you read the Hoover Commission report 
you get the impression you should get the Federal Government out of 
these programs as much as possible, although not entirely, and they 
admit that there are certain projects which have a broad national 
interest in which the Federal Government might participate. 

If you look at the problem, Mr. C ‘hi lirman, “if you don’t mind look- 
ing at page 5, T have a table there in which I have put together the 
tendencies in revenues and expenditures. There is not a word in 
these 2,000 pages said about whether State and local government can 
stand the burden. I noticed Governor Dever had something to say 
about that issue. 

T have studied New England economy probably as well as anybody 
has, and I have been interested in comparing it with other economies. 
We know very well what tough problems both State and local govern- 
ments have in carrying out budgetary needs—the great problem, for 
example, of education. with a backlog of $10 billion in school con- 
struction, and $30 billion in 10 years. This is partly the result of 
the fact that State and local governments are having great trouble 
in meeting their needs. 

When you look at that problem, what do you find § Tf you look 
at. this table you find that Federal revenues are $42.5 billion in 1945, 
$39.2 billion in 1946. You might call that your first peacetime year. 
Then vou see they are $71.2 billion in 1953. 

Now or State and local revenues. In 1945 they were $11.6 
billion; in 1946 they were $13.2 billion, and in 1953 they were $27.5 
billion. 

Now if vou compare 1945 and 1953 you will find that State and local 
revenues have risen about twice as rapidly as Federal revenues. If 
you compare 1946 and 1953, State and local have risen much more. 

[ do not forget that State and local revenues are most inelastic and 
do not respond to rising business conditions. The Federal Govern- 
ment arrogated to itself the most productive revenues and therefore 
the result is a situation where you are trying to put an increased 
burden on levels of government which find it increasingly difficult 
to meet their bills. 
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If you look at the expenditures, you get a further picture. You 
find, for example, from 1945 to 1953, State and local expenditures 
have gone up three times, or an increase of two times; whereas Fed- 
eral expenditures were lower in 1953 than they were in 1945. Even 
if you compare 1946 and 1953 you find there is a considerably greater 
rise in State and local expenditures. 

Now if you look at the national debt, you find the national debt 
of the Federal Government from 1946 to 1953 has risen by less than 
10 percent. The debt of the State and local governments has more 
than doubled. 

These figures indicate quite clearly there is not too much tax 
capacity on the part of the State and local governments. It also indi- 
cates, I think, when you consider the important responsibility in edu- 

cation and he: ilth of the State : and local governments—it is largely and 
‘ss a considerable extent responsible, and in the case of education it 
is virtually wholly responsible for that program—if you take into 
account that each of these governments must do an adequate job on 
health and education and to some extent on improvement of high- 
ways and their other normal expenditures, then you will see it will be 
very difficult to put a much increased burden on them for these particu- 
lar programs. 

1 should also like to point out, Mr. Chairman, as you already know 
from reading the paper this morning, that there are $10 billion of 
authorized expenditures for flood control so far. New England had 
3 percent authorized. In the last 5 vears out of appropriations of 
$1.8 billion New England had one-third of 1 percent. But we have 

1% percent of the taxable income and 714 percent of the Nation’s taxes. 
We have about 9-plus percent of the manufacturing employment. In 
other words, we are getting something like one-twentieth of what we 
should be getting on the basis of our economic status. 

When you consider our vulner: ability to floods, we should be gettin 
probably even a larger percentage. 

I finally man: aged to get yesterday the expenditures of the Army on 
= control. They amounted in 1953 to $666 million and New 

England got $3 million. In 1954 it was $533 million and we got $4 
million, or, for the 2 years, something like one-half of 1 percent. 

Now on reclamation there was $400 million spent in the last 2 years 
and New England got nothing. 

I do not blame the Federal Government en tirely for this particular 
maladjustment or malallocation of resources because I think part 
of the problem is the fact that New England authorities have not been 
able to get together on some of these problems, as was suggested by one 
of the witnesses this morning. There are problems of rel: ationship 
between northern and southern New England and the question of 
whether you want to flood a great deal of farmland in Vermont, and 
all Ve at sort of thing. 

I also want to call attention, Mr. Chairman, to the New England 
governors’ program, about which you have probably read a great deal. 
I shall not go into it, but I certainly think it is a minimum program 
which requires the expenditure of $50 million. I might say it is a 
weak program in this sense, namely, that a good many of the important 
projects are not on this program because the engineers have not been 
able to get agreements among the various authorities. Then this 
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particular program does not deal with the flash floods which have been 
the great problem in 1955, and may be a great problem in the future. 

As we all know, the Federal Government has been kind tous. They 
have tried to help us during our recent troubles, and we certainly 
do appreciate this. But I would also like to point out that the major 
program, namely, accelerated tax amortization under the defense 
program, is not open, for example, to the textile industry, which has 
been hit as hard as any industry has in New England, by the floods. 
This is because the textile industry does not have any rating under 
the defense-expansion program. 

It is also true it is not at all clear that the textile industry at 
least will qualify under the loan program as announced, nor is it 
very clear we are going to get very much through the priority on 
Government contracts. Asa matter of fact, virtually all authorities 
in New England think that the priority on the Government contracts 
has contributed almost nothing to New England. 

In 1954 there were two contracts of more than $100,000 diverted to 
New England. As you probably know, this was in an attempt to give 
more help in the surplus labor areas. 

I should like to point out one of the striking points is that the 
airplane industry, which according to a subcommittee of the Military 
Affairs Committee on Security had profits of 60 percent on net worth 
in 1954. That industry does qualify for the accelerated amortiza- 
tion, whereas the textile industry does not. 

Mr. Chairman, just a few words about insurance. The Hoover 
Commission is strangely silent about insurance, but the task force 
does print an article by a financial exeprt on this problem, and the 
general implication of this article is that we ought to have insurance, 
especially on an experimental] basis. 

I think we all know why it is difficult to have private insurance of 
this kind. It is difficult to measure the risks and you need very large 
reserves because in 1 year you may have losses of over $1 villian, 
as we had in 1951, whereas in another year, in 1931, the losses were 
only $3 million. Therefore you have to have very large reserves 
and a large part of those who do insure are likely to make claims. 
It isa very difficult project for a private company. 

In a few cases where we had this kind of insurance the insurance 
companies have gone broke. However, there is a great deal to be 
said for it. 

In the first place, you have a great distribution of risks in time and 

lace. In fact, the very presence of insurance tends to result in 
better zoning and other precautionary measures which will help to 
achieve a better position. As you probably know, Mr. Chairman, 
Senators Kennedy and Saltonstall have a bill up for insurance. I 
have taken a fairly careful look at this bill. I think it is a large step 
forward, but it could be improved. 

In the first place, it sets a limit and a ceiling of $300 million for 
insurance and reinsurance. When you consider the fact that the 
property values in this country amount to $1,000 billion, and the prop- 
erty values in the flood plains—according to the Hoover Commission— 
are $400 billion, and that the real property in this country is valued at 
$400 billion, I do not believe it is adequate. If you allow for the fact 
that the United States Government has a guaranteed reinsurance pro- 
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gram of $35 billion on housing then certainly a $300 million program 
will really be most inadequate. 

The Kennedy-Saltonstall bill also suggests that the program 
should be self-sustaining. I am not myself sure if this is correct 
approach to the problem in the first place, because 

Mr. Jones. Doctor, have you examined the proposed actuaries that 
would be used under the bill? How are you going to determine the 
actuaries to determine whether it is going to be self-sustaining? 

Mr. Harris. Yes, Congressman. I will come to that in a minute. 
I am not an actuarial expert, I might say, but this is, of course, one 
of the problems. I agree with the implication of the remark that 
when Senators Kennedy and Saltonstall look into this bill a little 
more carefully, I think they wil find it a little difficult to decide how 
they will make it self-sustaining. 

My own principle is it should not be self-sustaining, and I will tell 
you why. 

In the first place, because you have a great deal of saving of taxes 
if this kind of an insurance program is available. In the second place, 
there would be less disaster money spent and, in the third place, 
there would be improvements, and rezoning, and all of that sort of 
thing, and all kinds of methods followed to cut down the total cost 
of the insurance. 

Now as regards the actuarial rates on insurance, my own little 
scheme—and probably you can punch all kinds of holes into it—is this: 
I would simply say the one thing you can do is assume the Federal 
Government will pay part of the bill, and in part for these various 
reasons, but also in part because this is a matter which cannot be 
covered by private insurance. 

In the same sense the Government had war-risk insurance. You 
may recall in 1950 there was a bill to renew war-risk insurance, and 
the Bureau of the Budget did not like it, but said the Federal Gov- 
ernment should be prepared to pay out $20 billion in subsidies. Sub- 
sidies are another attack on this, rather than an insurance program. 

I would like to see an insurance program which means a good part 
of the bill would be paid by the people who are insured, and the whole 
burden will not be put on the Federal Government. If you assume 
there is $1,000 billion of property, as there is according to the best 
expert thought we have on the subject, and if you assume also that 
the total amount of damage would be $150 million, which is the aver- 
age for the last 25 years, and then if the Federal Government sub- 
sidized the program sufficiently to induce all the States to join, you 
have to add only 5 to 15 cents per $1,000 of value or, roughly, 50 
cents to $1.50 per house of $10,000 value. This would net $100 mil- 
lion of the $150 million bill. As a matter of fact, the Army engineers 
have estimated that the average damage in the future will be $300 
million. Nobody knows how accurate this is, but let us assume it is 
true. Then if you had a $300 million damage and $400 billion of flood- 
plain insurance, so that only those who were vulnerable were insured, 
this would increase the total cost to $5 per year per home. 

Of course, the larger the Federal subsidy, the less this premium 
would be. 

The net result with an adequate subsidy would be that most of this 
property could be insured. That isthe general picture. 
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Now let me just summarize, and I will be glad to try to answer any 
questions ; but I want to warn you, I am not an expert on the engineer- 
ing details of these problems. I am speaking as an economist, and 
one interested in seeing New England get as much as the rest of the 
Nation. 

I am glad to see the President’s Council of Economic Advisers say 
that the President will dev elop a point 4 program for the depressed 
areas, of which we have quite a few in New England. Let me say I 
think we ought to spend more money on flood control, and the burden 
on the economy will not be great. This should be implemented by dis- 
aster provisions such as we have now. We ought to try to put in some 
kind of insurance program on an exper imental basis at first, and we 
ought to pay much more attention to zoning. 

[ would also strongly stress the point that I think local governments 
are not ina position to pay a large part of this bill. 

Now, most of what I said is in here, Mr. Chairman, but I had to 
hurry in writing this so much that I did not like it after I had it mimeo- 
er aphed, and I found my secretary left out one paragraph. So I 
thought it would be better to present it this way. 

I hope I have not bothered you too much. 

Mr. Jones. You have given us some insight into the proposition that 
we have not had presented to the committee before. 

The Hoover Commission recommendation places great stress on the 
partnership arrangement of local contributions in “flood control and 
water resource development. You recall, I believe, recommendation 
17.1 of the task force report requires local participation for all streams 
and, also, recommends that streams of an intrastate character do not 
receive any appropriation from the Federal Government. 

On page 29 of the report on domestic water supply it says : 

That domestic water must take precedence over any other use requires no 
affirmation. 

But then it concludes: 


As there is little direct Federal development of domestic water, it does not 
come within the purview of this report. 

The policy of the Federal Government is not to construct with Fed- 
eral funds municipal water supplies for municipalities. However, 
if there could be a partnership arrangement in other water resource 
development, which the Commission advocates so strongly, why would 
it not advocate that the municipal water supply component, where a 
multiple-purpose project contains flood control and other uses, be 
apportioned to the cost to be borne and shared by the local com- 
munities? The one aspect of all the partnership arrangements which 
the Commission advocates so strongly it neglects to apply to a 
municipal water supply system. 

Mr. Harris. I think that is quite consistent with the philosophy of 
the report. I think the philosophy of the report in general is to get 
the Federal Government out as much as possible, and obviously here is 
an area where the Government has not done too much. So obviously 
they do not try to be consistent so much, I mean, consistent in the way 
you put the problem, but rather they try to be consistent with their 
philosophy to try to get the Government out. So they do not suggest 
that the Federal Government enter this new field of water supply. I 










































~SuAee 


ocwaocke 












tho 
am 

N 
not 
the 
pal 
tial 

} 
sou 

h 
this 
ous 
yea 
sup 
pre 

N 
of | 
not 
ind 
wit 
uns 
pre 

] 


cou 


of | 
mi 
lon 
the 
thi 
the 
flo 
res 
St: 


ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 605 


thought the whole Colorado River development was water supply—or 
am I wrong about it ? 

Mr. Jones. Of course it is. But here is the situation, which is 
not novel. There is a general demand throughout the country for 
the development of streams to furnish sufficient water to the munici- 
palities for the use of the community and for their industrial poten- 
tials. They find themselves to be inadequate in water resources. 

For instance, the city of San Francisco is using water from a 
source 176 miles away. 

Mr. Harris. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know, the Housing Act 
this year appropriated $200 million for urban redevelopment. Obvi- 
ously, this 1s going to be one of the great developments in the next 2 
years, the way the cities are growing. I should think that the ahen 
sup »ply would be one of the most important aspects of the whole 
problem. 

Mr. Jones. You recall we authorized an appropriation in excess 
of $100 million to the Atchafalaya in order to see that the river did 
not change its course, for the simple reason we were protecting the 
industries in the lower part of the river because it had become filled 
with salinity to such an extent as to make the Mississippi water 
unsuitable for industrial purposes. That in itself was a flood-control 
proposition. 

If we were to pursue the thought of the Hoover Commission we 
could not make appropriations to protect the normal flow and course 
of the Mississippi River. 

Mr. Botanp. As a matter of fact, if you pursued the Hoover Com- 
mission report in that aspect, the city of New Orleans would no 
longer be a great city of the United States, because the diversion of 
the water through the Achafalaya River and the water that flows 
through it w ould mean that actu: ally the old river would be capturing 
the Mississippi, and consequently the Mississippi would no longer 
flow by New Orleans. That would occur by about 1975, with the 

result that New Orleans would no longer be a great city of the United 
States and of the world. 

Mr. Jones. We had one plant, the Ethyl plant at Baton Rouge, 
which uses 150 million gallons of water a day. 

Mr. Harris. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Of course, if that were affected with the salt water 
that would be coming up, then they might be out of production 
entirely. 

Mr. Reuss ? 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to pursue with Dr. Harris, Mr. Chairman, 
the inquiry into the domestic water supply which has been added to 
his burden here this morning. 

Congressman Jones just read from page 29 of the Hoover Commis- 
sion report. I would like to read one sentence that he did not read 
in that paragraph, summing up the Commission’s views on domestic 
water supply: 

The provision of water supplies for domestic and industrial use has remained 


from the beginning of the Republic a responsibility of individuals, the local 
communities, and the States. 


I do not suppose that there can be any serious quarrel with that 
statement that it has been the major responsibility for the last 150 
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years, but I would like to ask you this question: Do you think that the 
individuals—the local communities and States—have been well dis- 
charging that responsibility throughout the country, or do you think 
that — are some difficulties ahead in this matter of domestic water 
supply = 

Mr. Harris. I am not an expert on domestic water supply. I am 
sure there are a great many problems of this kind. For example, in 
almost every large city during these days there are summer droughts 
and you have all kinds of problems in rationing water. 

Mr. Reuss. Did you have that in Boston ? 

Mr. Harris. We had it around here almost every summer. This was 
an unusual summer, this last one, where we had too much rain. We 
ordinarily have a trickle of rain in July and August, and particu- 
larly August. 

I would say another point on that is this: This has never been to me 
a very effective argument. You can go back to almost every service 
the United States Government performs and you can say there was a 
time when this was not being done. When the problem gets serious 
enough, especially in view of the financial problems local governments 
have—and you must not forget that local governments depend on the 
general property tax primarily, and this is the most inelastic kind 
of tax. Of course, city governments have many more financial head- 
aches than State governments as a rule, and that is why the State 
government helps more and more. But in almost every important 
ysrogram you finally reach a point where neither the city nor the 

tate can take the whole load. As long as the Federal Government 
takes most of the revenue, the Federal Government must come in. 

Mr. Reuss. Do you find in this State, or in any State, a tendency 
on the part of the State government to curtail the powers of local 
communities to solve their own problems by not giving them adequate 
tax sources, and not giving them sufficiently broad home rule, and by 
hedging them about with other legislative and administrative re- 
strictions? 

Mr. Harris. I think there is a good deal of that. I know particu- 
larly the field I have studied most carefully is the problem of educa- 
tional expenditures. It is very true in a great many States, where you 
cannot go beyond a certain tax rate, and you cannot borrow beyond 
a certain relationship to your property values. I have always argued 
that there ought to be some Federal aid for public-school education, 
but a condition should be that unnecessary limitation on local taxes 
and on borrowing of school districts should be removed. I think the 
case for Federal help in education could be stronger if we were certain 
all of the local governments were doing their maximum in that area. 

Mr. Reuss. Would you say some of the inabilities of local commu- 
nities, such as towns, counties, cities, and villages, to solve their basic 
problems of water supply, education, and police and fire protection, 
and such local problems are (1) due to the failures on the part of the 
States to empower them taxwise and otherwise to solve their problems; 
and that some of the grassroots demand for help from the Federal 
Government is in fact caused by the States themselves ? 

Mr. Harris. This is true to some extent, Congressman. I will also 
add, if you take a city like Boston, or even New York, that the prob- 
lems are fundamentally what is happening to the big city. There is 
a movement out and a tendency of the big city to service the outside, 
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since sometimes two-thirds of the total population is there. I do not 
think you can blame Massachusetts, for example, for the troubles of 
Boston. 

The Boston tax rate, you know, is terrific. Boston has more police- 
men and firemen in relation to per capita than any city either larger 
or smaller. So that there are certain difficulties. 

Of course, Boston is relatively not growing very much, whereas the 
outside population i is growing rapidly. 

Aside from all these things, I think there are fundamental difficul- 
ties which most big cities would possess, irrespective of State tax 
policies, but I do say the States have something to do with it. 

Mr. Botanp. Professor, I noted that you stated the program as laid 
down by the New England governors does not resolve the problem 
of flash floods. In fact, it does not deal with it. Do you have any 
suggestions along that line? 

Mr. Harris. I really do not. 

Mr. Botanp. What should the Government do in relation to flash 
floods? As a matter of fact, the flood of August 19 was torrential 
rains which came on that date, which I think were responsible for the 
major portion of the damage. The small streams and rivulets and 
brooks became raging rivers, and they are the ones that became the 
great problem. How do we deal with that # 

Mr. Harris. It is a tough problem and I would hate to pose as an 
expert on it. I have thought about it. I think insurance would help 
a good deal. 

I understand the Governor of Connecticut, for example, has done 
something in suggesting rezoning of some of these places. 

I did want to read one thing which I have forgotten, if Imay. If 
you look at the top of page 3 of my prepared statement, this gives the 
percentage of Federal payments to taxes, which is a study I have been 
making for the last year, of 101 programs of the Federal Government. 
It gives you the amount of money that each State has paid. This is 
the amount of taxes they paid and the figure below tells you how 
much they have had out of Federal expenditures i in the over 100 pro- 
grams. The taxes paid are the taxes borne, and not the taxes in the 
first instance. Asa matter of fact, we make an estimate of how much 
of the North Carolina tobacco tax Massachusetts residents pay or the 
automobile tax. 

Connecticut has the lowest figure. They get only $50 back, as com- 
pared to $118 for the United States. So, in a sense Connecticut has a 
very strong claim to get some Federal cash. 

I would s say some of these flash floods may have to be treated by mov- 
ing people away from the danger zone. T his, it seems to me, may very 
well require a certain amount of Federal aid, and per haps to some 
extent State aid. Of course, better reporting of rains and hurricanes 
would be helpful to some extent. 

Insurance would make people have to pay higher rates where they 
are vulnerable, and this may ultimately result in people not es stablish- 
ing plants there. So, over a long period of time, it may be corrected. 

We have talked to a couple of experts on this problem who know 
much more about water than I do, and they tell me an awful lot of 
~~ has to be done in the field because very little has been done 
so far. 
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Mr. Botanp. I think that is true, and that is one reason why no 
solution has been advanced. I agree that I think we ought to go ahead 
with the general overall program as advanced by the New England 
governors ; and recommended by the Corps of Engineers, and that the 
problem of flash floods ought to be given further study by the Congress 
in conjunction with the States. It is the only way we will get the 
problem of flash floods on the small streams solved. 

Mr. Harrts. I would say, Mr. Congressman, that the flash floods— 
you cannot blame the Hoover Commission for this—are more or less 
the thing that would be financed by local governments. 

Mr. Boanp. ( ‘ompletely by the local governments, under the rec- 
ommendation of the Hoover Commission. 

Mr. Harris. That was a bad blow for the Hoover Commission. I 
think if these floods had come about before the report was written, 
they might possibly have written a different report. 

Mr. Botan. I think that is true. I agree with you on insurance. 
It cannot be self-sustaining, and should not be self-sustaining. I think 
there is an obligation on the part of the Federal Government to con- 
tribute to the fund itself. As you indicated, the average loss in floods 
over the past 25 years has averaged about $125 million. 

Mr. Harris. $160 million is the figure I got from the Weather 
Bureau in Washington, but maybe your figure is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. What is your figure? 

Mr. Harrts. $160 million. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the average loss by fire? Do vou have any- 
thing on that? 

Mr. Harris. In the Hoover report, which I have in my bag, I have 
that. I ean give it to you. 

Mr. Bonanp. Would it be about $400 million 2 

Mr. Harris. I think it is, but it is much more, even. 

Mr. Boranp. That is right. And as a matter of fact, with the great 
losses in rie you might | get $400 million 1 year and $600 million an- 
other yea The result is the reserves have not been built up large 

enough auth year to take care of it, but as you indicated, they can be 
aver aged out pretty well in flood insurance just as in war-risk in- 
surance. 

Mr. Harris. The important thing about the Federal Government 
doing it is that a private company has to balance its books over a short 
per iod of years, whereas the Federal Government does not. 

Mr. Botanp. That is right. 

Mr. Harrts. They might come out pretty well even if they can bal- 
ance it over 25 years, but no private company could do that with the 
possibility of a billion dollar loss per year at the outset. 

Mr. Botanp. The private insurance companies are based on the 
principle of the many taking care of the few. In this case that would 
have to be done over a long period of years in order to follow that prin- 
ciple. We may not have another flood like that which occurred on 
August 19 for a thousand years. You might get one tomorrow. But 
in the long run we can average it out and we can establish a system 
of insurance which can be met by those who must be insured. 

I think the Feder al Government has a responsibility to step in and 


appropriate moneys to make sure the reserve is high enough to take 
care of possible losses. 
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Mr. Harris. And what is more, the Federal Government will have 
to consider the savings that are involved taxwise, and also the disaster 
payments which w ill not have to take place. 

Mr. Botanp. That is right. It has been my experience in the years 
I have been in Congress- ‘and this is not a hearts and flowers declara- 
tion—but from my experience from listening to you before congres- 
sional committees as an economist, you are one of the best authorities in 
New England, particularly in relation to the textile industry. No 
man has given as much time as you have to the problem of textiles, 
and of course textiles is a great industry of New England. They do 

say it is sick and on its way out, but the fact of the matter is, it em- 
ploys 200,000 people. So it is essential to the economy of New Eng- 
land. 

1 would be interested in your observation insofar as the Hoover 
Commission report is concerned relative to power. Do you think in 
the establishment of dams and reservoirs for flood control there should 
be multiple-purpose development, and should we make use of the pos- 
sibilities of the power potential which is available in New England ? 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Congressman, I will be glad to comment on it. I 
would like to comment on it as an economist and not as a representa- 
tive of the New England Government, or anything of that sort, be- 
cause as you probably know, they have different views on these 
problems. 

As an economist I have always thought we have underdeveloped 
our water resources. I remember at one point, and I think it is still 
true, there were 186 Federal hydroelectric projects in the country, and 
New England did not have one. I do not think myself, and I have 

argued when we wrote our report on the textile industry—I argued 
that I did not think power was terribly important except in metal- 
producing industries. It is not a large part of the cost, but I do think 
we could have had a greater degree of hydroelectric power. Of course, 
more hydroelectric might cut down on the cost of flood control, as has 
been indicated. 

If we had a larger amount of money spent on this sort of thing it 
could cut the power costs substantially, although I think sometimes the 
extent to which we can cut our costs is exaggerated, because it is partly 
a question of the increasing cost of the transportation of coal, and we 
are dependent primarily on coal. Ultimately we may be helped by 
atomic energy. 

However, one thing has happened in New England which is very 
serious. We do not attract industries where power costs are important, 
like metal-reducing industries. This is partly a result of the high 
cost of power. 

I am not saying for a minute that if we had all the hydroelectric 
development we ¢ ‘ould possibly have this would make a great difference, 
but I think it would encourage some additional employment. I think 
this fight between the people who think that the Federal Government 

or State should stay out of these multipurpose programs has been un- 
fortunate, because I think it tends to cut down also on the amount of 
money spent for flood control. I think also the failure to get an 
agreement on this has meant some costs are higher in New England 
than they ought to be. 

There is no donbt about it that we are losing ground, relatively, 
speaking, although I think we made a good comeback in the last few 
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years. Textiles are certainly having their troubles, and we hope they 
are at an end. 


I could talk for a long time on textiles, but I do not think the chair- 
man would be too much interested in that. I will be glad to answer 
any questions you may have. 

Mr. Jones. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Mr. Jones. I am just as anxious to see that the New England econ- 
omy prospers. 


Mr. Harris. We are all interconnected. 

Mr. Jones. You bet. There is no division of prosperity. Unless 
we all do enjoy it, we will certainly suffer in the end. 

Mr. Reuss. As long as you are bestowing this prosperity on all 
parts of the country, I want to point out the Wisconsin dairy farmer 
1s In a very poor position right now. 

Mr. Harris. But I will say I do not think Wisconsin is doing as 
badly as Vermont. 


Mr. Reuss. We thank you very much, Doctor. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Without objection, the prepared statement of Dr. Harris will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 


STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR E. Harris, Proressor or Economics, HArvarp UNIVER- 
SITY, AND CHAIRMAN, NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS TEXTILE COMMITTEE 


SUMMARY 


In hearings on flood control of the House Subcommittee on Government Opera- 
tions (Springfield, October 25, 1955) Seymour E. Harris, chairman of the New 
England Governors’ Textile Committee and chairman of the economics depart- 
ment, Harvard University, stressed the following points: 

1. “The first attack is flood control. The New England governors’ program 
of September 23 for accelerated construction, planning, etc., is a minimum pro- 
gram.” In addition we should support a new program to deal with the peculiar 
types of floods of 1955. 

2. “The second major attack is insurance. Here the responsibility is primarily 
that of the Federal Government. The President has said as much. A bill by 
Senators Saltonstall and Kennedy points the way. Their bill should be amended 
in the following manner: 

“A $500 million insurance program is most inadequate. The total wealth of 
the country is $1,000 billion and real property 300 to 400 billion dollars. Obvi- 
ously coverage must be greatly increased. The Federal Government has guar- 
anteed $35 billion of home mortgages. Is not its responsibility equally great 
to cover disasters? 

“A new approach is a Federal subsidy which would induce all property 
owners to participate. The costs then need not average more than $1 per year 
per home and correspondingly for other property. Rates could be varied to some 
extent according to vulnerability. But rates based on pure actuarial principles 
would accelerate migration. 

“This case is strengthened when one considers the vast outpourings of cash 
from this region to help other regions. We should get at least our share of the 
$15 billion flood-control program—but one-fifteenth of our fair share, as we 
have received in recent years. 

“Finally, the contributions of the Office of Defense administration are inade- 
quate. Textiles do not qualify under the tax acceleration programs, and it is 
not clear that many industries qualify under the loan program. Priorities 
under Government contracts, so frequently promised, have proved to be a 
mirage—in 1954, but two contracts of more than $100,000 were diverted to New 
England according to an article in the Monthly Labor Review. 
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“The Hoover Commission would apparently increase State and local respon- 
sibilities even as the tasks increase and the resources become more and more 
inadequate. 

“Outlays for prevention of floods should be treated as current expenses under 
Federal tax administration.” 


OUTLINE OF STATEMENT 


New England governors’ recommendations of August 26 


First, we bring to your attention the program suggested by the New England 
governors after the floods of August 1955. Since then further damage has 
been done. Estimates of total damage run as high as 1 to 1} billion dollars 
in New England alone. 

Flood control.—In this connection we strongly support the resolution of the 
New England governors of September 23 for expenditures of $34.3 million for 
fiscal year 1957 for flood control projects recommended by army engineers and 
approved by the New England governors; $12.45 million for construction in 1957 
of navigation and beach erosion projects; authorization of an expenditure of 
$1.5 million for emergency funds by the Chief of Engineers for immediate plan- 
ning of flood-control projects authorized in affected or potentially affected areas; 
a supplemental appropriation of $3.5 million by next February 15 to start con- 
struction of such projects; and $200,000 to expand and expedite the authorized 
$600,000 New England hurricane survey and $100,000 for studies of additional 
flood protection. 

Insurance.—In addition, we urge consideration of flood control projects which 
involve further compacts between northern and southern New England (beyond 
those suggested by the Army engineers) and especially the projects that are 
relevant in view of the 1955 events. 

Here again we should note that, as Senator Kennedy showed (release of 
October 14, 1955), New England with unusual! vulnerability to floods has re- 
ceived but 3 percent of the $10 billion (in 1955 prices) authorized since 1936 
for flood control. In fact, in the last 5 years $1.8 billion were appropriated for 
flood control according to Senator Kennedy; but this region received but $10 
million, or about one-half of 1 percent. This compares with 6.5 percent, New 
England’s share of national income, 9.3 percent, her share of manufacturing em- 
ployment, and 7.5 percent, her share of Federal tax burdens. Hence, we received 
from one-thirteenth to one-eighteenth of the amount suggested by these variables. 

The projects planned on the basis of the difficulties of 1927 and the 1930’s 
are not exactly suited to deal with the floods of 1955, though the earlier type 
of catastrophe may be repeated. 

Another approach to flood insurance is the following. Flood damage over the 
last 25 years has averaged $160 million per year, or against $1,000 billion of 
national assets roughly 15 cents per $1,000 of property. Or to put it another 
way, the $160 million are roughly 114 percent of the close to $10 billion collected 
from the general property tax (GPT) and hence a rise of 1% percent in the 
revenue from the GPT would finance the costs of this type of insurance. 

Below I suggest a program for flood insurance. When risks vary, there is a 
case for varying rates, which would provide an incentive to establish new plants 
where risks were relatively small. (With increased flood control outlays the 
largest risks might be greatly cut.) Some differential in rates might be intro- 
duced both among States and within States, though this differential should 
take into account the capacity to pay of some of the regions and industries 
particularly hit by the current threat. Possibly under the scheme below the range 
of rates might be 5 to 15 cents per $1,000 of property. 

The issue is, how can the vast majority of property owners be induced to 
join a program of insurance. The answer is that there should be a Federal 
reinsurance program, with the Federal Government carrying, say, all costs above 
$100 million in any year and receiving back the excess of $100 million over actual 
costs. Then the average charge would be 10 cents per $1,000 of property or a 
rate of $1 per $10,000 value. Each State would be induced to join because the 
Federal Government would assume the major risk and part of the cost. Each 
State could then add 5 to 15 cents to the property tax per $1,000. Each home- 
owner would then be charged 50 cents to $1.50 per year. The insurance would 
be cheap both because of the assumption of risks and part of the costs by the 
Federal Government and the elimination of a loading charge of at least 25 
percent. Insofar as States would not join or property was not covered, the 
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premiums would be higher, though this would be offset to some extent by re- 
duced payments for damage. 

In this manner the cost of these disasters would be widely distributed and 
thus be almost costless; the Federal Government would return to New England 
in particular a very small part of the cash drained out of this area on hundreds 
of other programs; and since private insurance cannot handle this program, 
there is a justification for the Federal Government to sponsor this program as 
it has a war-risk shipping insurance and crop insurance and as has been sug- 
<ested for other war risks. 

Equities.—-The case for a substantial contribution by the Federal Government 
rests partly on the unavailability of private insurance (hence the need of 
Federal flood control, tax concessions for private outlays to reduce risks of 
floods, and sponsoring of insurance by the Federal Government), but especially 
when consideration is given to the effects of Federal intervention on the economy. 


Certificates of necessity through June 12, 1955 (tax concessions for expanding 


plant) 
Total value certified __-_ bi ee cette al dL Abelaiete. Zou wig __. $31, 085 
INOW pauaenrGr ae eee OS ee Jus _pere ent 1.89 
New England’s share ‘of national income_____- _..__--percent 6.5 
New England’s share of manufacturing employment__ JPG! percent 9.3 


Note that New England received certificates equal only to 29 percent of her 
share of national income and 20 percent of her share of manufacturing employ 
ment. Hence the issue of certificates of necessity were profiting other regions 
in part at our expense. It is also of some significance that the rejection of New 
England applications were especially large when large sums were involved. 

Again, I have studied for 101 important civilian programs the outlays over 
the period 1934—54 by the Federal Government in relation to the Federal taxes 
heree by each State. 

The percentage of Federal payments to taxes borne; 1934-54, were as follows: 


Per $1,000 

tares 
I es is silks centered nba tia meek innisited ican Nucl aceite iat aide 118. 77 
Massachusetts —_.-- Nt Oa a i i ee a 85. 60 
PU Se os hl oe Re a ea a ers is aah tei ee een ene ae 49, 92 
SO I a a 79. 83 


Here it is clear that the three States with the highest income in New England 
(85 percent of the total) received back, relative to what was paid in (allowing 
for who ultimately bears the taxes), about 60 percent as much as the country 
generally. 

Temporary Federal aid.—Acknowledging gratefully the help proposed by the 
Federal Government under ODM Regulation I, Amendment I (accelerated 
amortization), Executive Order No. 10,634 (loans to aid in ae 
rehabilitation, and replacement of facilities), and under ODM Order VII- 
Supplement I (favoring disaster areas in Federal procurement), we never Pour 
urge the Federal Government to move further. In particular, it is imperative 
that tax allowances be given to the textile and other industries damaged by 
the floods but not eligible for accelerated tax amortization under ODM Regu- 
lation I, because no expansion goals have been set for them by the ODM; that 
the Government specifically state that the textile industry is eligible for loans 
under Order 10,634 and especially that the Bureau of Internal Revenue allow 
as offsets for tax payments from current income any private outlays incurred 
to reduce the danger and damage of floods. 

Note that the textile industry has no expansion goal under regulations of 
the ODM. But an industry like airplanes with a net profit in 1954 of more 
than 60 percent of net worth before taxes receives this tax aid. 

Note also that loans are available only for “facilities which are destroyed 
or damaged by a major disaster and which are required for national defense.”’ 

Finally, we are no longer assured by the promises coming from high sources 
in Washington for years that distressed areas would be given preferential aid 
by Government procurement agencies. “Only two preference contracts valued 
at $100,000 or more Were awarded to New England firms in labor surplus areas 
in 1954. The entire program of granting tax amortization assistance (in labor 
surplus areas) was expected to create 9,000 jobs * * *” (U. 8S. Monthly Labor 
Review, June 1955). 
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The Hoover report.—Both the Hoover Task Force (vol. 1 pp. 99-100) and 
the Commission report (pp. 73-74) would reduce the responsibility of the Fed- 
eral Government and hold State and local governments responsible for local 
and intrastate projects. This policy may in many cases result in insufficient 
finance to carry through needed projects. The program of the Corps of Engi- 
neers for floor control now amounts to $15.2 billion (1953 prices). About 
$11 billion of projects have been authorized (part allocable to other benefits). 
Approximately $1.5 billion have been completed, and $4.2 billion are now under 
construction (Commission report, p. 61). 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT ON Hoover REPORT AND THE CURRENT SITUATION 


The Commission has many sensible and valuable suggestions which I shall not 
liscuss here—especially on conflicts of administration, inflated estimates of 
benefits, and deflated estimates of costs, wastes in outlays, ete. 

('oats 

In general the Hoover Task Force and the Commission tend to give an exag- 
verated version of the costs involved 

The Commission's report puts total appropriations from the year 1824 through 
1954 by the Federal Government at $14.3 billion: and authorized but not ap- 
propriated projects account for an additional $18.5 billion, or $32.8 billion in all 
(Commission report, p. 3). 

The actual appropriaticns for flood control through fiscal year 1954 were 
$4,311 million ont of total appropriations for water of $14.3 billion. Total 
estimated cost of construction is put at $11.4 billion out of $30.0 billion, or 
38 percent of the total goes for flood control (Task Force, val. 1, p. 6). 

It should be noted, however, that only $11.4 billion are appropriated. The 
costs rise spectacularly when the task force takes a 1948S estimate of the Corps 
of Engineers of ultimate costs of $12.5 billion ($15.3 billion in 1953 prices). 
This total is then blown up by 164 percent to cover nonflood-control features 
nthe program. Hence the total becomes $25 billion. Amortization and interest 
over 50 years increase the total further to $41.2 billion (Task Force, p. 776 

Kven more frightening is the estimate of the Department of Agriculture pro- 
vram for controlling headwaters (not included in the above). The Commission 
estimates the costs at $16.8 billion (Commission, pp. 62-65). But seven pages 
ater the Commission notes that but $42 million had been appropriated through 
fiscal year 1954 (ibid., p. 70). 

Even granting that the suggested appropriations are made, how serious are 
these costs? (I disregard the agricultural program which has little meaning in 
terms of the figures presented by the Commission.) But even the $41.2 billion 
over 50 years (say, 1940-90) means an average cost of $800 million, or roughly 
one-fiifth of 1 percent of the anticipated average income of the country of this 
period. The Commission inflates costs but does not allow for rising income. 

Against these costs should be put the increased income accruing to the Govy- 
ernment through tax receipts. Time and again, the Commission and the task 
force contend that there are large benefits resulting from flood-control programs. 
Even admitting that benefits are often exaggerated and costs underestimated (the 
theory is that projects are to be approved only if benefits exceed costs), surely 
he returns in taxes must be at least one-quarter of the costs. (And if the 
projects are carried out on an antiecyclical basis, as the Commission suggests, 
the gains of income and taxes would be even greater.) 


Distribution of costs 


This brings me to the next point. The Commission would limit Federal 
esponsibility when “participation or initiation is necessary to further or safe- 
guard the national interest or to accomplish broad. national objectives, when 
projects, because of size or complexity or potential multiple purposes or benefits, 
ire beyond the means or the needs of locai private enterprise’ (Commission, 
p. 36). The Commission also urges payment by those who benefit, with a re- 
sultant reduction of waste (ibid., pp. 73-74). 

The task force had pointed out that of $3,057 million spent on flood control 
completed by fiscal year 1952 State and local authorities had contributed but 
$176 million, or 6 percent, and also sponsored a report which said that the 
estimated ratio between the cost of projects already constructed and estimated 
innual damage presented is about 9; . 
about 18; and * * * authorized * * is about 26 (task force, pp. 752, 1251). 


for projects under construction is 
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“The ultimate objective should be to assess against cohesive and clearly identi- 
fiable groups receiving substantial benefits the full cost of providing such bene- 
fits with the Federal Government paying the cost of providing those benefits which 
cannot be assigned to those groups. * * * the task force is recommending, in 
chapter IV, that, as a first step, such cohesive and clearly identifiable groups 
should be required to pay at least 50 percent of the cost of providing the benefits 
they receive” (task force, p. 52). 

Here, no attempt is made to discover whether State and local governments can 
stand much more of the burden. The Federal Government has arrogated to itself 
the major productive revenues. Furthermore, no account is taken of the in- 
creased tax capacity of the Federal Government. We may expect, for example, 
a rise of income of $100 billion and additional yearly tax capacity of the Federal 
Government of at least $20 billion per year in 10 years without any change in 
tax rates. 

[In billions of dollars} 











1946 =| (1958 
PoRGTh MO CNINEE nic cckc wecdtcsscicsvuedlsbdbgedebhbnetioiss \ $39. 2 $71.2 
Beebe Ge IOGRE TOUR ¢ cnn ncinge decinsmimiaphotedepercbénct 6 13.2 27.5 
Federal expenditures_._............-- 37.0 78.0 
State and local expenditures. -___...-- 11.1 27.3 
National debt, Federal Government- 259 279 
Dintional Gat, Ginde GG BOO ic nie cnsacie Hestindisbwdetdenisdladeeguesnommen 16.0 33. 6 


Sources: National Income 1954 and Economic Report of the President 1955. 


The table above shows that the State and local expenditures, revenues and 
debt have been rising at a much more rapid rate than those of the Federal 
Government. 

Indeed, when tax capacity is clearly present and benefits measurable, the 
State and local governments and private interests might well be asked to 
increase their contributions. But an immediate goal of 50 percent seems rather 
fantastic. 


Insurance and the Hoover report 

The issue is barely mentioned, though a report on insurance is sponsored 
by some experts in the staff volumes. The general conclusion in this report is 
that insurance on an experimental basis should be introduced. Private insur- 
ance is held to be impractical because of the difficulties of measuring risks, the 
great variations in costs of floods over the years, the large reserves required, 
the difficulty of balancing books over a short period as private companies 
must, and the high rates that would have to be charged (task force, pp. 
1249-1274). 

In this report it is suggested that, whereas the Army engineers put the an- 
nual flood cost at $300 million, the Weather Bureau estimate is $100 million. 
In the years 1927-51, costs vary from $1,029 million in 1951 to $3 million in 
1931 (ibid., pp. 1251, 1263). 

My insurance program given above may be modified on the following assump- 
tions: 

1. Average cost—$300 million (above assumption—$150 million). 

2. Coverage—$400 billion, the estimated values in flood plain regions (above 
assumption—$1,000 billion inclusive of all property )- 

3. Hence the costs above should be increased by 5 times (2X214—5). Hence 
the cost per average house would be $5 per year. 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Ward E. Duffy, president of the Connecticut River 
Watershed Council. 


STATEMENT OF WARD E. DUFFY, PRESIDENT, CONNECTICUT RIVER 
WATERSHED COUNCIL 


Mr. Durry. I have a statement from the Connecticut River Water- 
shed Council, Mr. Chairman. 

Herewith the Connecticut River Watershed Council respectfully 
records its concurrence with the Report on Water Resources and 
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Power adopted by the Commission on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Government, as transmitted by the Honorable 
Herbert Hoover, Chairman, June 27, 1955. This council finds its own 
basic principles reflected in this Water Resources Report of the 
Hoover Commission. 

Since its organization, some 3 years ago, the council has advocated 
that water resources development, and conservation activities in gen- 
eral, be undertaken by watershed areas. This has also led to our 
sponsorship of councils for streams tributary to the Connecticut. 

We believe that responsibilities in the natural resources field should 
be discharged locally and by private enterprise as far as practicable. 

We maintain that the people within the affected areas should enjoy 
the cooperation of all relevant governmental agencies, but endure the 
domination of none. 

As your honorable committee will recognize, these principles also 
are inherent in the Water Resources and Power Report transmitted 
to the House and Senate June 27, 1955. Under date of June 4, 1954, 
a declaration of the objectives of the Connecticut Watershed Council 
was filed with the Task Force on Water Resources by the council’s 
president, Mr. Nathan Tufts of Greenfield, Mass. 

Today the council is indeed gratified to find the policies it has con- 
sistently advocatcd embodied in the report of the distinguished 
Hoover Commission. 

To your honorable committee it strongly affirms its approval of that 
report. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Duffy. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Reuss? 

Mr. Reuss. I think not. 

Mr. Botanp. You are in agreement with the program as outlined 
by the New England governors, for flood control on the Connecticut 
River and on the other main stems in New England ? 

Mr. Durry. Yes, sir; we are. 

Mr. Botanp. You do not believe that the local communities can by 
themselves build the dams and reservoirs to protect the areas that 
are affected by it? 

Mr. Durry. In most cases I should say by no means. No. 

Mr. Botanp. You know that under the Corps of Engineers’ pro- 
gram and under the program as outlined by the Congress, the com- 
plete cost of dams and reservoirs is borne by the Federal Govern- 
ment—the acquisition of property, and the construction of the dam 
and reservoir, and the maintenance and operation, and your associa- 
tion agrees with that view ? 

Mr. Durry. Yes, sir. I think we do. I think we feel that the 
granting of land is a domestic matter and should be pretty well by the 
consent of the people who live in the area. 

Mr. Botanp. You think they ought to be consulted, of course. 

Mr. Durry. They ought to be consulted, and they ought to be 
paid. 

Mr. Botanp. They are paid. 

Mr. Durry. I understand. 

Mr. Botanp. But you agree that the Federal Government should 
pay that cost and it should not be paid by the New England States? 

Mr. Durry. No, that is right. And especially where there are na- 
tional interests to be protected. Sometimes depending on the char- 
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acter of the industries in the valley, and sometimes, as the chairman 
enunciated 2 or 3 times here, the economics of the valley may be a 
matter of national concern. 

Mr. Botanp. Yes. I appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Durry. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Duffy. 

Dr. Virginia Galbraith, of Mount Holyoke ¢ ‘ollege. 

Doctor, this is a pleasant surprise. A note was handed to me, but 


we did not know we were going to have one of the beauties of th» 
college with us this morning. 


STATEMENT OF PROF. VIRGINIA L. GALBRAITH, MOUNT HOLYOKE 
COLLEGE 


Dr. Gatsraira. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. You have attracted so much attention that the pres: 
has asked me about it. Where is the photographer? 

Dr. Gatsrairu. I might say it is a bit presumptive of me to follow 
P a Harris here. 

Jones. I know you will give a good account of yourself. We 
are > delighted to have you, Dr. Galbraith. You may proceed. 

Dr. Gatsrarri. I suppose I should identify myself. I am assistant 
professor at Mount Holyoke College, and did my Doctor of Philoso- 
phy dissertation on investment in the electrical power industry. I 
have been very concerned with public and private power. 

This morning I will not be concerned with the organizational pro- 
posals of the Hoover Commission report, but r ather shall direct. m y 
remarks to those recommendations on policy which they make, and 
more specifically on policy concerning water resource development 
and power. 

It seems to me, as it seemed to Senator Aiken in his dissenting 
opinion, that the entire report, but particularly the task force report, 
is based on the assumption that public projects should be judged 
by the same criteria of success as those used for private business. [ 
thiak this is a fallacious assumption and this is the paper I want to 
present to you to show you the fallaciousness of this assumption. 

There are certain projects or services which the American consumer 
desires and needs, but which by the business criteria of success, profits, 

cannot or will not be provided by business. If such projects are 
contin out by a representative government, there is no reason for 
them to yield a profit. On the contrary, it may be desirable that 
such Government services be provided at prices well below costs. 

It is true that for the most part the American people accept the 
belief that the resources of our country should be allocated to different. 
uses by the free choice of individual consumers. In this private 
sector of the economy, we agree that welfare is maximized when the 
consumer dollar vote determines what shall be produced, how much 
of it, and at what price. Here we agree that the price must cover 
all costs of getting the product. Therefore, in this private sector 
of the economy, the criteria of success of the enterprise should be 
that consumers are willing to pay a high price to yield a profit to 
the business. 

But we have also another sector in our economy—the public sector. 
This involves all those ventures which are also necessary to the wel- 
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fare of a people but which cannot or should not be carried out on a 
profitmaking basis by private enterprise. Everyone agrees that 
schools, police and fire departments, streets, and sewage-disposal 
systems, for example, should be provided by the Government and 
not sold at a profit to the individual citizen. During the course of 
our economic history we have chosen as a people to demand these 
services and have willingly parted with part of our private income— 
by submitting to taxation—to have this demand satisfied. We have 
in essence said that we are willing to give up part of our private 
cons ‘umption of resources in order to consume some of our resources 
on a collective basis. We have delegated the individual decision 
on consumption to our elected representatives and have merely asked 
_ to provide the legislation through which we may have a product 

a service provided for us on the collective basis. 

Frankly, we have been very niggardly with our expenditures in the 
public sector. We may throw our dollars into deep freezes and TV 
sets but we have not spent enough on our schools. When we are faced 
with disasters, such as floods, we begin to feel guilty about our penny 
pinching in the public sector. We wonder if we shouldn’t instruct our 
Representatives to build a few more dams for us and we may even be 
willing to give up a bit more of our privately used income for this 
purpose. 

For various reasons, the reports under consideration here have ig- 
nored this process of choice by the American people. They have 
rather assumed that our citizens prefer to spend their incomes entirely 
in the private sector where the free price system allocates the re- 
sources. They have no right to make this judgment for the American 
citizen. 

Furthermore, there are projects which private enterprise would not 
carry out in a manner to promote the general welfare and which local] 
and State governments do not have the means or ability to provide. 
These are projects which involve the general welfare of a large geo- 
graphical area. River development, as well as reclamation and refor- 
estation, are of this type. Here the citizens of a large area are con- 
cerned with a project that can only be provided out of general tax 
funds of the nation. 

The Tennessee and the Columbia development projects can only be 

‘arried out successfully by the Federal Government—because of the 
heavy long-term investment and because of the wide-area plannin; 
necessary to its success. Multiple-purpose dams are a large and long 
term investment by the American people. In order to build shure 
large amounts of money must be raised. The local governments are 
in no position to raise this capital at the lowest possible rates of inter- 
est but the Federal Government is able to accomplish such financing. 

I might point out, Professor Harris already showed the inability 
of the local governments to do this financing. 

This represents a large savings of money to the American people 
by the Federal Government doing it. River development planning 
generally involves several political units and only coordination by the 
central government can assure the wisest plan rather than a compro- 
mise between political units. 

One last word must be said for the development of water resources 
by the Federal Government. Not only is this a service of our Govern- 
ment performed under the welfare clause of our Constitution, but it 
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is also a duty of our Government in providing for the national defense. 
TVA may have performed a great welfare service to the valley, but it 
also represented a major investment by the people of the United 
States in the defense of the Nation. It is extremely unlikely that this 
Nation could have won the Second World War as rapidly without the 
power provided by the TVA. Thestrain on the capacity of the private 
utilities during the war is well known. The TVA was a major factor 
in filling the gap between demand and supply of electrical power. 

It is, therefore, imperative for us as a wealthy nation to allocate 
part of our income to the development of our major rivers—such as 
the Connecticut—not just to control floods, not just to provide more 
and cheaper power to consumers, but in the interests of national 
defense. 

Mr. Jones Doctor, do you realize we are making: investments in the 
private utilities in order to obtain greater production of power ? 

Dr. GaLsrairH. You mean by rapid amortization? Of course. 

Mr. Jones. So that is an investment. 

Dr. GasraitTH. But it is an investment which is terribly costly to 
the people. It is much more costly than direct investment by the 
Government. 

Mr. Jones. Direct investment is no more costly than the rapid amor- 
tization, and this will inure to the benefit of our whole economy. 

Dr. GausraitH. I would say it is more costly as a rapid writeoff 
rather than a direct investment, because a direct investment involves 
much lower interest charges. After all, private utilities, as they have 
argued ad nauseam, do pay higher rates of interest on their capital 
we is borrowed to build the plant, whatever it may be—steam or 
rydro. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know what percent of the total amount of energy 
generated in this country is generated through Federal projects ? 

Dr. Gauerairu. I think it is roughly 18 percent. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know what percent of that power is sold to pri- 
vate utilities ? 

Dr. GaterarrH. I can make a rough guess. I would say probably 
around 50 to 60 percent. 

Mr. Jones. My recollection is it exceeds 30 percent. 

How do you account for the private utilities in this country being 
so hostile to the development of hydroelectric potential ? 

Dr. Garerairu. In my own dissertation on this—their hostilit 
during the thirties, I think, was not a hostility that was real. I thin 
it was almost a begging of the question as to why they did not invest. 
It is my own feeling that the private utilities do not intend to build 
capacity ahead of demand one iota if they can avoid it, because it is 
obviously a loss of overhead costs that is involved there. I think they 
dragged their feet during the thirties and used the Roosevelt admin- 
istration as a sort of whipping boy as to why they would not invest. 

Now it isthe same story. They do not want to be caught with excess 
capacity and they feel that the Federal Government coming in may 
force them to build. 

Mr. Jones. Certainly history disproves any fear they may have for 
surplus capacity. 

Dr. GausraitH. They did have some during the thirties. 

Mr. Jones. I understand a well regulated utility would want to 
keep between 5 to 10 percent in excess of their needs. 
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Dr. Gatprarru. Yes. That is the usual excess, but I was speaking 
of the period during the thirties when they were actually running 
with 30 to 40 percent. excess capacity because of the drop in industrial 
demand for power. I think they have always dragged their heels a 
bit on this investment because of this. 

But to get back to your question now on the present time, I think 
obviously they have been to a little extent justified in fearing the 
Federal Government coming in, primarily because of the yardstick 

rate question. I think here what has happened or did happen in the 
past was the psychological fear more than anything else of a yard- 
stick, not to mention the fact that their profits went down a bit, which 
was enough to frighten investors in the private utilities and raised the 
cost of capital. 

Mr. Jones. Have you ever made a study of the private utilities 
operating immediately adjacent to the TV A area, Doctor? 

Dr. Gaterarru. Not specifically, but I do recall that one of the 
utilities down there, and I have forgotten the name, decried a great 
deal the drop in its stock prices during the period of TVA, and so on. 
However, at the same time there was a demand that increased tremen- 
dously due to the fact that they did have to lower their prices. 

Mr. Jones. It is my understanding that the utilities around TVA 
and Bonneville increased their per capita consumption and increased 
their profits. 

Dr. Gatpratru. They have. They have, because obviously when the 
price goes down the consumer uses more electricity. I think the high- 
est per capita use of electricity in the country is in the TVA valley, 
which means that the people, when the price goes down, start using 
electricity. After all, business can sell an aw ful lot at a small price 
or a little bit at a high price, and which way they make their most 
profits depends on the electricity of the demand. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Reuss, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to discuss a little philosophy with you, Dr. 
Galbraith. You mention as one of the reasons for Federal responsi- 
bility in the field of electric power, the ability of the Federal Govern- 
ment to borrow at low interest rates. How far would you carry that? 

For example, the Federal Government’s ability to borrow at low 
interest rates means that it can borrow money at a lower interest rate, 
let us say, than a private individual who wants to open up a machine 
shop, does it not ? 

Dr. Gatpraitu. That isa different thing. 

Mr. Reuss. I am sure you would not favor the United States Gov- 
ernment opening up a machine shop down there, but why not? What 
is the difference ? 

Dr. Gatprairu. The difference is, here and in the case of multiple- 
purpose dams you have the general welfare involved; not just for 
power, but also the entire development of the area with flood control. 
So here you have a case where a private utility is borrowing at high 
cost to do such a thing which it could not do in the first plac e and is 
costing the people a great deal more to get this. After all, they have 
to pay for it in their electric rates. Therefore it would cost them 
a great deal more to get the general benefit which the Federal Govern- 
ment could provide at a lower cost. I would not go so far as to say 
it should do this for business in general. 
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Mr. Reuss. You restrict the operation on the low borrowing power 
to multipurpose projects, do you ? 

Dr. Ga.prairu. General welfare projects. 

Mr. Reuss. I want to be sure I get your thought. 

Dr. Gatpratru. Surely. 

Mr. Revss. To projects which start with a flood control, or naviga- 
tion, or nonelectrical aspect ? 

Dr. Gaterarrn. No. Not at all. I would say electrical power as 
well, because it seems to me that here you have the water resources of 
the Nation which can be utilized by either the high cost method of 
private utilities or the lower cost method. I am talking about large 
river developments and not talking about steam plants, necessarily. 
It can be utilized either at low cost or high cost to the consumer, and 
it seems to me the maximization of consumer welfare lies in the lower 
cost, rather than the high cost area. 

Mr. Reuss. Why does it not apply to a steamplant remote from any 
hydro facilities ? 

Dr. Gavsrairu. I don’t see any reason why the Federal Government 
should enter into business per se. It should only enter into it when 
it seems to be a project which a private utility cannot carry on either 
in the interests of the general welfare or as cheaply, and in the case 
of multipurpose dams it seems to be true. It does not necessarily 
follow in the case of steam plants. There I would agree the Federal 
Government could finance them cheaper, but there is no reason why, 
just because the Federal Government could finance everything 
cheaper—there is no economic reason why they should go into that. 
Mr. Reuss. Then we are back in our thinking to the multipurpose 
idea. 

Dr. GaupraitH. Yes. 

Mr. Reuss. You would draw the line at about that point for what 
reasons’ Social reasons? 

Dr. GauprarrH. No. I think because this is a natural resource 
which is owned by the people of the United States, and which should 
provide for them as cheaply as possible whatever it might provide 
in the way of general welfare. If it involves electric power, which 
I think it does, it should be provided. I think it is a crying shame 
that the waters of the Connecticut run down into the ocean every day 
without anyone harnessing this power, except for a few small dams. 

Mr. Reuss. That takes us away from multipurpose, though, does 
it not? If you think that natural resources ought to be operated for 
the common good, why does that not permit, (1) a hydroelectric plant 
removed from any navigational problems to be erected; and, (2) an 
electric plant that oper ates by coal ? 

Dr. Garpratrn. That is possible, but in the case of most of the 
large river areas of the United States, the multipurpose dam would 
be necessary to the general welfare. 

To talk about a small dam which is for electric power you would 
have to put a specific case. If you are talking about Hells Canyon, 
or something like that, I would agree here is a place where the Gov- 
ernment could do it, but for a different reason than just a multipurpose 
dam, which it seems to me is what we are talking about here. That is 
the Connecticut River, which would involve multipurpose dams rather 
than just a dam for the generation of power. 
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Mr. Reuss. So your thinking on this question is that if there is 
multipurpose there, obviously there is a strong case for governmental 
responsibility. Where it is not multipurpose there is a much less 
strong case and it does not exclude responsibility—— 

Dr. Gausraitn. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. Which is less likely to be met. 

Dr. Gatsrarru. That is right. I think there you have to use your 
criteria or will private interests do it well? If it seems it will not be 
es I don’t think the question of flood control and navigation should 
be the determinant at all. But as in the case of Hells Canyon, I 
think you can also look at it from the point of view of private utilities 
doing it more expensively and poorly and nonintegrating it. Here I 
think you have to use the criteria of the general welfare of the people 
of the area 

Mr. Reuss. In this whole series of related matters you are not sug- 
gesting, are you, that the sole issue is consumer values? You are not 
suggesting that the sole issue is how cheaply can it be produced ¢ 

Dr. Gatsratrn. I would say what I am thinking about is the citi- 
zen’s general welfare. Not necessarily consumer welfare for the 
lowest } price, although I think in these cases the two could be generally 
equated. 

Mr. Reuss. In viewing general citizen welfare, it is part of the 
general citizen welfare, is it not, that other things being equal, the 
control of the resources—and business opportunity in this country— 
should be shared by as large a number of people as possible? 

Dr. Gatsrarru. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. Reuss. If you had the choice, other things being equal, between 
the Federal Government running all of the machine shops and our 
children running the machine shops, you would take the latter? 

Dr. GaLprairH. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reuss. So in addition to the consumer set of values which has 
to be considered, there is a freedom of opportunity and freedom to 
enter a business set of values which has to be thrown into the pot 
when you consider these things. 

“Dr. Gauprarru. Certainly. May I give you one example which 
might clarify my thinking? It seems to me in the case of the Con- 
necticut River we should not just be concerned with flood control, 
because we are living in an area which has the highest average electric- 
power rates in the United States. I do not know the exact figures, but 
{ think it is something like 1.2 cents per kilowatt-hours for New 
England and 9.7 mills for the United States and 5.3 for the TVA. 
Here is a case where what we are actu: ally doing is hurting oo welfare 
of the people, because again, as Professor Harris said, it is not so 
much a textile question, but it is getting new satiated: like elec- 
tronics and chemicals, and so on. 

When you have such high costs we are actually penalizing New 
England with those high power costs, so that their entire welfare here 
is jeopardized. I think under the general-welfare idea of the Con 
stitution this 7 something that should be tackled by the Federal 
Government. I do not think the cities or States can do it. 

Mr. Jones. Congressman Boland. 

Mr. Boranp. I have no questions. Thank you. 
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Mr. Jones. I assume, Doctor, your paper was prepared taking into 
account that a utility, whether it be a so-called private utility or 
public, was a monopoly ¢ 

Dr. GatprairH. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. And was a creation of a function to be exercised for 
the people themselves, and that in the people rests the authority 
and the consent for a utility to function, whether it be private or 
public ? 

Dr. GatsrairH. Of course. That is the meaning of the corpora- 
tion charter given by the people for them to perform the business. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. We are glad you could be here, 

Our next witness is State Senator Morris Donahue, of Holyoke. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MORRIS DONAHUE, STATE SENATOR, STATE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS, HOLYOKE, MASS. 


Senator DonaHur. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I would certainly like to congratulate you for bringing this hearing to 
the western part of the Commonwealth at such an appropriate time. 

I have been appointed by the president of the senate to a Massa- 
chusetts Legislative Recess Commission, which is going to start study- 
ing flood control and dams and dam sites. We had an organizational 
meeting last week and will start the actual study November 9. 

Mr. Jones. Senator, if you run out of something to do you can 
join us and go all over the country. 

Senator Donanur. I would be happy to volunteer. I think you 
will be helping us a great deal in that the information supplied to 

our committee today will undoubtedly be available to us on a local 
evel, and we will be able to gain a great deal from this information. 

I am delighted that you have come for a number of reasons. Here 
in Massachusetts we need Federal assistance, as I see it. In the 
flash floods and the serious storms we had here recently we suffered a 
tremendous amount of damage. The Massachusetts Legislature 
appropriated $55 million for flood relief to bring back our dams and 
dam sites and highways. Of course, that is only patchwork. Iteis 
$55 million which would not have had to be spent if we had the proper 
flood-control setup here in New England. 

It appears to me that because of the huge amount of Federal taxes 
that the residents of Massachusetts pay, we should be getting more of 
it back here in the form of this type of development. But what is 
actually happening is this: If we continue to pay these heavy taxes 
and do not get any of it back, what we are really doing is spending 
our own money to put Massachusetts and New England out of business 
and make it strictly a historical area. 

We have a great source of labor available. We have probably more 
skilled labor than any other part of the country, with the exception 
of a few Middle Western States. We have the opportunity to bring 
in a great many new industries to Massachusetts. Because of some of 
the new highways that have been built around route 128, the electronics 
industry is coming in there in large numbers. An airport, which was 
strictly a small one a few years ago, at Bedford, is now becoming a 
major airport because of the businesses being located close to it. 

All of these things would be able to grow if we had the proper 
amount of power. Of course, I think these should be multipurpose 
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dams so that the power coming from them can be harnessed and the 
eople of Massachusetts can get some benefit from them, as well as 
brea the flood-control measures which are so necessary to us here. 

I was on a recess once in the past year studying the possibility of 
bringing a steel mill into the Conminantialite Because of the tre- 
mendous new sources of ore which have been found in Labrador, it 
was felt it would be advisable to set up a steel mill here in the Com- 
monwealth, because they would be close at hand to the source of sup- 
ply. But once again we ran into the extremely high costs of power. 
I think this would do a great deal also to help bring that type of in- 
dustry into the Commonwealth. 

Of course, I hope your committee will recommend some sort of 
disaster insurance. I know there are a number of people, even in 
this immediate area, whose life’s savings went into a home and they 
had it practically wiped out with one storm. They do not have the 
opportunity to start over or to pay for another home. There should be 
some type of coverage which will allow them to lead a normal life. 
They should not be permitted to be wiped out with one storm. 

I think there is a great deal of benefit which can come to this area 
of the country if this system of multipurpose dams is put into opera- 
tion. I think it is an investment that the Federal Government wiil 
reap rewards from. It is an investment that the people of New 
England will reap a reward from, and I think it is only the use of 
money which they have been pouring into the Federal Government for 
many years, and they will be just getting a small portion of that money 
back and reinvesting it by the Federal Government in the future 
economy of New England. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Donahue. That was an 
excellent statement. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be Mayor James Cahillane, the 
mayor of Northampton. 

Weare glad to have you, Mr. Mayor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES CAHILLANE, MAYOR, 
NORTHAMPTON, MASS. 


Mayor Caniiane. Mr. Chairman and Congressmen, I am inter- 
ested, of course, in the multipurpose dams, as Senator Donahue so 
ably stated. 

Mr. Jones. If you will talk a little bit louder we will have the 
benefit of your testimony. We do not want to lose the things you 
are going to say. 

Mayor CantLuane. I am interested in the program that Senator 
Donahue has so ably outlined here. Of course, in our area we had a 
feeling that the Federal Government may assist us in the clearing up 
of those dams and the river pollution. A bill has been filed by Con- 
gressman Boland asking for some Federal aid on that project. We 
hope it can be given some consideration. 

That is about all I have to say on the matter, as the bill has been 
filed, and I hope it can be taken care of with some appropriate action. 

Mr. Boranp. In the recent flood, Mayor, your city was not affected 
to any extent? 

Mayor CauILuane. We were not too seriously affected. 
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Mr. Botanp. You have good protective works there, do you not? 
You have dikes along the river / 

Mayor Canmianp. We have dikes. Yes. Some Federal dikes. 

Mr. Boranp. I want to commend the city of Northampton. Over 
the past few months I have gone and looked at practically all of the 
dikes in this area. It is a responsibility of the local communities to 
maintain those dikes and the pumping stations that go along with 
them. I want to commend the city of Northampton and you as chief 
administrative officer, and your engineers, for the manner in which 
you have operated your own dikes. 

Mayor CaniLLaANe. We have some very fine dikes and a very Ane 
pumping station at work. It worked out very well in the last flood, s 
we feel it has been a great asset to us. 

Mr. Jones. You maintain and operate a pumping station ? 

Mayor CAnTmLANE. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Were they constructed by the city of Northampton or 
by the Federal Government ? 

Mayor Canmm.aNne. Constructed by the Federal Government and 
maintained by the city. 

Mr. Bonanp. You provided the land where necessary for all the 
local protec ‘tion works? 

Mayor Canm.ane. That is right. 

Mr. Botann. And the rights- of-w ay to build the dikes and levees 
and the pumping station ? 
Mayor CantiiaAne. That is right. And it has worked out very 
well. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. 

Representative Russell B. Pomeroy of Westfield. 

(No response.) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. William Cafky, executive vice president of the Con- 
necticut Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. CAFKY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
CONNECTICUT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Jones. We are glad to have you, Mr. Cafky. Do you have a 
prepared statement ? 

Mr. Carxy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William 
B. Cafky, and I am the executive vice president of the Connecticut 
Chamber of Commerce, Hartford, a statewide organization with a 
membership representing a cross section of pr actic: ally all segments 
of industry, business, farms, and commerce in the State. I have been 
authorized to appear at this hearing and submit a statement in support 
of the Hoover Commisison recommendations. 

The Connecticut chamber together with the Council of State Cham- 
bers of Commerce, a research group cooperating with all of the State 
chambers throughout the Nation, has made an intensive study of the 
second Hoover Commission recommendations as well as those of the 
first Hoover C ommissi on. At the annual meeting of the Council of 
State Chambers in Atlantic City on September 7, 8, 9, and 10, there 
was a 2-day detailed discussion of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations along with other fiscal matters of the Federal Government. 
During this conference, 14 of the Hoover Commission reports were 
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endorsed by the committee on Federal finance of the council, includ- 
ing the Report on Water Resources and Power. 

The adoption of some of the recommendations of the first Hoover 
Commission has made a start in the direction of simplifying our Fed- 
eral Government and of reducing the terrific cost brought about, over 
the past decade, by the tremendous increase in the number of bureaus, 
departments, and number of personnel in our Federal Government. 
The second bipartisan Hoover Commission studies, however, point out 
that there is yet much that can be done in streamlining our Federal 
Government, in reducing waste, in overlapping of activities, and 
reducing the great burden on the taxpayers. In one sphere alone 
namely, that of budget and accounting—the Hoover Commission esti- 
mates that $4 billion can be saved annually if their recommendations 
are adopted. In another sphere of operations—use and disposal of 
Federal surplus property—at least $2 billion can be saved annually 
tor the first 4 years and $1 billion annually thereafter. 

There has been no detailed estimate of the savings that can be made 
in the field of water resource and power if their recommendations are 
adopted, but when one considers that the Congress has appropriated 
$14.3 billion from 1824 to 1954, that projects now authorized will cost 
$18.5 billion and those planned—but not authorized—will carry the 
total to more than $70 billion and, furthermore, that there are 25 
Federal agencies engaged in water-resource activities, it is easy to 
understand that there will inevitably be waste, inefficiency, overlap- 
ping, and conflicts in the conduct of this work. Almost everyone at 
all familiar with this activity recognizes that we should have a national 
water policy, especially in view of the fact that water has become and 
will continue to be one of the critical resources of the Nation. 

The Connecticut Chamber of Commerce advocates cooperation be- 
tween local, State, and Federal authorities. Recently, flash floods have 
been most disastrous to many of Connecticut’s cities, towns, businesses, 
and industries. They suffered extensive financial losses. This flood- 
ing hazard is of great concern not only to the region involved, but to 
the overall national welfare. 

Connecticut’s great manufacturing industries are making major 
contributions to our national defense. Because of this fact and due to 
the enormous cost and complexity of the problems involved in con 
taining rivers and streams, we believe that Federal participation and 
cooperation toward correcting such conditions is justified. 

The Hoover Commission recommendations are simple : ae business- 
like, and they are based primarily upon the adoption of a national 
water policy to be administered in a sane, businesslike manner. ‘The 
suggested national water policy is based on nine criteria and the very 
first one 1s: 


That water resources be developed to assure their optimum use and their maxi 
mum contribution to the national economic growth, strength, and general welfare 


One other criterion is: 


That regulation of rates for sale of electrical energy by Federal agencies be 
vested in the Federal Power Commission. That a water resources board be 
established to pursue the national water policy and that the staff of the Budget 
Bureau be strengthened so as to fully evaluate the merits of proposed projects 
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Another of the suggested criteria is: 


That Congress have substantial evidence that the project is economically justi- 
fied and financially feasible—and that it is essential to the national interest— 
before authorizing or appropriating funds for Federal participation. 

There is nothing very drastic in these tests to be applied to a national 
water policy; instead they are reasonable, understandable, and in- 
tended to assure less confusion and more efficiency in our Federal 
Government. 

With a Federal debt at approximately $275 billion and with a pro- 
posed Federal budget for 1956 of approximately $63.8 billion, which 
is $1.7 billion more than the expected receipts, and, therefore, an 
indicated further deficit, the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce be- 
lieves it is time to give full and active consideration to the matter of 
getting more for our tax dollar than we are now getting. 

The Hoover Commission recommendations point out clear ly and spe- 
cifically how we can obtain reduction in the cost of Government and 
yet maintain our security and solvency. The Connecticut Chamber 
of Commerce urges the adoption of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations on water resources and power. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Cafky, the views adopted by the Connecticut Cham- 
ber of Commerce on the Hoover Commission report on water resources 
and power are the same as those adopted by the national chamber of 
commerce ¢ 

Mr. Carxy. I cannot specifically state just exactly whether they 
coincide exactly or not. I cannot say, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know whether they coincide with the national 
junior chamber of commerce? 

Mr. Carxy. I do not know that, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know whether they concur with the views of 
the State Council of Chambers of Commerce ? 

Mr. Carxy. The Council of the State Chambers of Commerce is the 
research group that 1 mentioned here which met in September at 
Atlantic City at our annual meeting. At that time the Federal 
finance committee of the council reviewed these recommendations 
and they recommended then favorably to us. Then it is up to each 
State chamber to go back in its own organization. 

Whether or not each State chamber adopted the views of the Fed- 
eral council, I cannot say. For instance, you have a State chamber 
in Alabama and in the South. Sometimes on conditions like this 
their views might not coincide with ours. 

Mr. Jones. You do not know what the views of the various State 
chambers of commerce are ? 

Mr. Carxy. No, sir. I cannot quote you their views here today. I 
will have them at a later date, I am sure. 

Mr. Jones. Does the Connecticut State Chamber of Commerce urge 
the adoption of the Hoover Commission report as a project, among 
the citizenry of Connecticut ? 

Mr. Carxy. We will urge the adoption of the Hoover Commission 
recommendations. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And do you make ap yropriations or set aside certain 
funds to be used by the State C Genter of Commerce of Connecticut 
for their use in urging the adoption ¢ 
Mr. Carxy. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You do not have any specific funds allocated ? 
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Mr. Carxy. We have no specific budget for that. We have never 
broken things like that down. We just go ahead with our bulletin 
service in the best way we can. 3 

Mr. Jones. How much do you estimate will be spent by the State 
chamber of commerce in bulletin releases and other activities that 
would incur expenditures ? : 

Mr. Carxy. I could not give you that figure this morning, but it 
will be nominal. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have a mailing list, or do you just circularize 
the members of the chamber of commerce, or do you obtain newspaper 
advertising. ; 

Mr. Carxy. No, sir. We do not use newspaper advertising. We 
have our membership and we circularize our membership and keep 
them acquainted with certain projects, and so forth. Then our mem- 
bership makes up its mind. 

Mr. Jones. Isee. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Is it the position of the Connecticut Chamber of Com- 
merce, Mr. Cafky, that it recommends the adoption of all of the 
Hoover Commission recommendations in the Hoover report 

Mr. Carxy. The Connecticut Chamber of Commerce overall—all of 
the recommendations; yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Even those recommendations which pertain to flood 
control? You agree with the stand taken by the Hoover Commission 
and the task force on what the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment is in the matter of an overall flood-control program ? 

Mr. Carxy. I will say this: As the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations pointed out—I can’t say too much about all of the recom- 
mendations of the task force, sir, because I have not had the opportu- 
nity to read them. 

Mr. Botanp. Let me ask you a specific question with relation to 
the task force. The task force recommends on an intrastate stream 
like the Naugatuck that all of the responsibility for flood control be 
done by or be exercised by local interests through local contributions. 
Do you agree with that statement of the task force ? 

Mr. Carky. Sir, it is my understanding and it is my opinion at 
this time that in the past years the United States tax dollar that has 
gone to Washington—there is a certain percent of that tax dollar that 
has gone out to other regions of the United States and has been of 
benefit to those regions during times of catastrophe like we have 
experienced in Connecticut in the last 2 months. So we feel at this 
time—and certainly I do not want you to think that we want to wait 
until all of this matter of the Hoover Commission recommendations 
is ironed out before we get any Federal participation in Connecticut. 

Mr. Boxtanp. Of course, you do not. All of the New England 
States and all of the money that has ever been expended for flood 
control in New England since the Federal Government moved in has 
been $137 million. It is actually a drop in the bucket compared to 
the total amount spent for flood control throughout the United States. 

Now that this area has been faced with the catastrophe that it did 
face twice in the past 2 months, I think that Connecticut wou! wel- 
come as much Federal assistance as possible, whether or not it is on 
an interstate stream or on an intrastate stream. 


70818—56—pt. 3——11 
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As I see it, the recommendations of the Hoover Commission would 
advocate that the Federal Government move further away from 
appropriating more money for flood control and that local communi- 
ties contribute more. Is the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce in 
agreement with that stand ¢ 

Mr. Carxy. Well, now, it is my opinion that the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission, as we see them now—they are talking 
about something we hope will come about in the near future. If 
you take the overall recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
and there are twenty-some-odd recommendations—I don’t remember 
the full number now—but if all of those recommendations are adopted 
by our Federal Congress, and in fact, if three-fourths of them were 
adopted, we can say within a very short period of time we are going 
to save several billion dollars. Therefore the United States tax dollar 
going to Washington is not going to be as much, and we are going 
to be able to retain more of that tax money in Connecticut, and 
eventually will be able to take care of it ourselves. 

Mr. Bouanp. It is my opinion if all of the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission were adopted by the Congress there would be 
very little real flood control in a great area such as the area of New 
England. Actually, the adoption in toto of all the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission would mean there would be less effective 
flood control in New England. 

Of course, the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce and the people 
of Connecticut, as the ~ of Massachusetts, and Vermont, and 
New Hampshire, and Rhode Island, and Maine want an adequate 
flood-control program. 

It is obvious to me under the recommendations of this Commission 
you will not get that kind of a program. There are some recom- 
mendations with which I agree, and many recommendations with 
which I agree. However, it is inconceivable that any organization 
in New England would agree with a recommendation of the Hoover 
Commission with respect to flood control, or what the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s responsibility is in it. 

I am convinced the Federal Government has a responsibility, and 
it has it now. I think it ought to continue the responsibility -of 
building dams and reservoirs, which are the most effective means of 
controlling floods. I believe that as they do now they should pay 
for the entire cost of the acquisition of land, the construction of the 
dam or reservoir, and maintaining and operating it. 

I do not believe it is a local responsibility and I do not believe it 
should be. If we adopt the Hoover Commission report, and if we 
went all of the way with the report, I think we would have less of 
a good general overall flood-control program than we desire. 

I agree with your association, and there are many points in there 
which are good, but I think it ought to get another look at the recom- 
mendations on flood control. 

This report, of course, was submitted in June 1955, some months 
before the catastrophes that visited the New England area. I think 
if it were now being written it might be revised to say that the 
Federal Government has a responsibility in the matter of flood con- 
trol. It mentions nothing about flood insurance, except a passing 
statement. 
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What is the view of the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce with 
relation to flood insurance? 

Mr. Carxy. Well, sir, if I remember correctly, quite a few years back 
the matter of flood-disaster insurance was before the Federal Congress, 
and there was no action taken. 

Mr. Botanp. That is right. It was recommended in 1951 and there 
was no action taken. It was recommended after the disastrous floods 
on the Kansas River. 

One of the reasons why there was no action taken was because of a 
lot of opposition from private business and towns, and also from 
Members of Congress who were not affected by the floods and disasters. 

Mr. Carxy. It is my understanding that our entire congressional 
delegation has given time to and studied the matter of flood i insurance, 
and has given it serious consideration. It is my understanding that 
the Federal Congress at this time is doing that. They are making 
plans and thinking about it. 

Mr. BortaNnp. I am sure it will. What is the position of the Con- 
necticut chamber on it ? 

Mr. Carxy. Well, you have a condition there where I think a big 
percentage of our members will feel that if it cannot be brought about 
in any other way then here is probably the one facet that. only the 
Federal Government can handle. But to go into it here, I would like 
to see what is going to be done on the Federal end of these hearings. 
I think there will be a meeting in Hartford at the weekend where it 
will be discussed by Senators Bush and Purtell, and Congressman 
Dodd and Governor Ribicoff. It will be a bipartisan approach. 

Mr. Botanp. That is right. I think 1 of the meetings on the way 
is on Thursday at noon in the Statler, and 1 of the questions will 
be flood insurance. 

Mr. Carky. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. I wish the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce would 
take another look at the recommendations as far as flood control is con- 
cerned. I do not think, and I do not presume to tell you what it ought 
to do, but it would seem to me it ought to get another look to see whether 
or not it squares with the Hoover Commission’s recommendations in the 
matter of flood control. 

I have no quarrel with your position on the other recommendations, 
because some of the recommendations in the report are good, of course, 
and if they are adopted I think they would probably result in greater 
efficiency in the Government. However, I think you ought to get 
another look at that one. 

Mr. Carky. Sir, you do understand as far as the situation is con- 
cerned now where we have had this disaster in Connecticut, that we 
have helped out other areas with our tax dollar. 

Mr. Boranp. That is true. 

Mr. Carky. We say do not wait for this and we feel you should use 
the same yardstick or rule of thumb that has been used in other regions 
and areas of the United States, as far as Connecticut is concerned. 
Then I believe the Connecticut citizenry will be very well satisfied with 
that kind of treatment. 

Mr. Boranp. It might very well be that the next day or the next 
month after Connecticut’s problems are taken care of and New E ng- 
iand’s problems are taken care of, Mr. Reuss’ district in Wisconsin 
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might be hit by some particular problem. We are not going to limit the 
help that the Federal Government will give to our area now, but we 
want to give it to all areas where catastrophes of this sort occur. That 
is my opinion, and I think it would be the opinion of the chamber of 
commerce. 

However, I appreciate your statement and I appreciate the views of 
the chamber on the recommendations of the Commission. 

Mr. Reuss. Just one question suggested by what Congressman 
Boland was talking about. If the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce 
wants the Federal Government to come in and apply the same yard- 
sticks in determining flood-control projects as have been applied by 
the Federal Government elsewhere, then to that extent I take it that 
the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce disagrees with the criticism by 
the Hoover Commission of the application of that yardstick elsewhere, 
and that you do not really support the Hoover Commission on their 
flood-control recommendation. 

Mr. Carxy. The Hoover Commission in their recommendations here 
are talking about an overall Federal Government policy that they think 
should be reached. No doubt it is going to take some time. If the 
Hoover Commission recommendations on power are approved by the 
Federal Congress, probably it will take some time. 

What I say is, sir, that Connecticut has just experienced a very dis- 
astrous flood. Connecticut for many years has, I think, had some- 
where around 3 percent of the Federal taxes paid by Conneeticut. 
Our tax dollar has helped other areas and other regions when they 
have experienced these disastrous floods. 

Therefore, it is only fair when we experience it that some of our 
own money come back. That is money which Connecticut paid into 
the Federal Government. We do not consider it a handout. We 
consider that we are deserving of it. 

Mr. Reuss. You see, as a Representative from one of the Midwest- 
ern States, while I am deeply concerned with the problem of floods 
in general and Connecticut in particular, still if I followed the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission report I would be inclined to 
soft-pedal and cut down on Federal assistance in flood control. But 
I gather that you are not suggesting that Congress do that, You are 
suggesting Congress apply its existing yardsticks and criteria to the 
Connecticut situation, and that it do not adopt the soft-pedaling 
attitude of the Hoover Commission report. 

Mr. Carxy. Our dilemma is existing now. 

Mr. Reuss. That is right. 

Mr. Carxy. If we waited for this to be applied, how long are we 
going to wait ? 

Mr. Reuss. I am impressed with the sense of urgency which you are 
calling to our roa tm It is greatly important. 

Thank you very much 

Mr. Botann. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Reuss. Mr. J vt te Meltzer. 
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STATEMENT OF JULIUS MELTZER, REAL ESTATE AGENT, 
SPRINGFIELD, MASS. 


Mr. Mevrzer. Mr. Chairman and members of the Special Subcom- 
mittee on Water Resources and Power of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations of the House of Representatives, may I, before pre- 
senting my views and recommendations to your distinguished com- 
mittee as they relate to flood control, water resources, power develop- 
ment, and navigation, express my appreciation for the opportunity 
to appear before you and also to thank you for selecting our fine city 
of Springfield for these important hearings. 

I oe e that such recommendations as may be submitted by officials 
of local or State government, special interest groups, and citizens may 
merit serious consideration by your committee and Congress, and in 
their wisdom provide adequate Federal assistance to start the essential 
programs which will help prevent further loss of life and the destruc- 
tion of property from future floods. 

My name is Julius Meltzer and I live in Springfield. I have been 
in the real-estate business for the past 36 years, specializing in com- 
mercial and industrial properties. My work, however, is not confined 
to just the sale of real estate for it includes counseling both small and 
large industries as it may relate to their real-estate problem, trying to 
bring new enterprise into this region and helping prevent business 
from moving elsewhere. 

Such work brings us in close contact with labor, education, taxes, 
power costs, various uses of water, flood control, navigation, and other 
fields of activity that help promote our general economy. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


When in 1927 this region experienced a major flood causing con- 
siderable damage and loss to property, both personal and real, it scared 
many citizens who lived in the lowlands. 

The high water receded slowly but the fear of more floods to follow 
remained in the minds of our people. Groups of citizens met and dis- 
cussed means of getting flood protection, but nothing happened. The 
optimists who did not live in the flooded areas lulled the worried citi- 
zens to sleep by telling them that floods were unusual and that such a 
disaster would never happen again. 

But, 9 years later, in 1936, severe floods again struck New England 
and thousands of children, men, and women were made homeless. 
Cities and towns were isolated ; so were the optimists who said it could 
not happen again. Property losses hcomatieas this region ran into 
many millions of dollars; many lost their life’s savings and never 
recovered. 

The response for help from those who fled their homes was amazing. 
Food, shelter, medicine, and clothes were supplied through the gen- 
erosity of the many decent citizens. Again the citizens living in the 
flooded areas clamored for flood protection and local, State, and Fed- 
eral agencies began to coordinate their efforts in order to determine 
what must be done to prevent further damage from floods. 

We now ran into another kind of opposition. The economic wizard 
appeared on the horizon and vigorously opposed flood controls, claim- 
ing the cost would raise taxes to the point of confiscation and force all 
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industry out of New England. These prophets of doom were success- 
ful in delaying needed protective measures. 

However, no real support came to us until the terrible hurricane of 
1938. Loss of life and property, discouragement, and actual threats 
by business firms to move away aroused some action among our repre- 
sentatives, and we actually saw the first definite flood-protection meas- 
ures started before 1940. 

Mr. Chairman, we again witnessed another catastrophe as a result 
of the severe rains in August, causing possibly the greatest loss of life 
and property damage to ever strike western New England. Only last 
week Hartford and many towns in Connecticut were flooded, many 
persons were made homeless, roads were destroyed, property losses 
enormous, and martial law declared. Many persons were killed. 

We owe much to the Federal Government, who shortly after the 
1938 hurricane began to build flood walls, dikes, and dams. But the 
job is far from complete. 

Although many cities and towns escaped severe damage, many others 
were practically ruined. Cities in western Massachusetts were badly 
hurt and cities in Connecticut were severely damaged. Many citizens 
lost their lives, some communities suffered such large losses as to make 
recovery seem impossible. But the people of New England do not 
easily give up, for they have gone through many floods, have suffered 
as a result of economic upheaval, and are determined today to get 
proper flood protection. 

Both Governor Ribicoff and Governor Herter and their associates 
deserve much praise for their quick action in providing many millions 
of dollars for immediate relief to those areas that suffered as a result 
of the flood damage. 

The Red Cross collected close to $10 million and is distributing this 
money where it is needed most. President Eisenhower gave Federal 
aid and the small-business agency has come into the region and is 
helping the many business firms to reestablish themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, we in New England, especially in this region, can 
no longer depend upon existing flood-protecting measures as adequate 
to prevent loss of life or property. Nor can we expect local or State 
governments to provide sufficient money to build dams, dike walls, 
storage basins, and so forth. Such support must come from our Fed- 
eral Government. 

There is no reason, Mr. Chairman, to fear Federal help here in New 
England. What we fear is lack of flood control. The power of our 
Federal Government to collect taxes is also the responsibility of con- 
tributing from such income in areas that are threatened by floods. 

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make the following 
recommendations as they affect this region : 

1. Dredge the Connecticut River from Hartford to Holyoke. Since 
the dike walls were erected the riverbed has risen some 5 to 6 feet as 
a result of erosion. The walls no longer offer the protection when the 
riverbed was at normal level. 

General Fleming brought this out several months ago, just prior to 
the flood. 

2. Clear the debris in tributaries and rivers throughout this region 
or help defray the cost by contributing to Massachusetts and Connect- 
icut, who can do the work. 
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3. Erect without delay some 21 to 22 catch basins in northern Massa- 
chusetts, Vermont, and New Hampshire, either on the Connecticut 
River or its tributaries, as recommended by the United States engi- 
neers. The 4-State compact now allows for installation of catch basins 
by land taking in Vermont and New Hampshire. Under this com- 
pact, Massachusetts and Connecticut will each contribute 40 percent 
of the tax to compensate for any real-estate-tax loss. 

4. That the Federal Government contribute toward the cost of build- 
ing pumping stations in strategic locations of Massachusetts and Con- 
necticut. 

In making these few recommendations, Mr. Chairman, it is based 
upon many years of experience in trying to get local communities to 
coordinate a program of flood control and to place the burden of such 
expense on their shoulders. 

Rivers flow through many cities, towns, and States, and therefore 
it is more than a local or State problem. It is the responsibiilty that 
I believe belongs to the Federal Government. I urge you, Mr. Chair- 
man, on the matter of flood control, to give us the needed Federal 
assistance as quickly as possible, in order to prevent any further loss 
of life and property. Unless such support comes quickly, our economy 
will suffer and New England can ill afford the luxury of any further 
disaster as we witnessed again last week. 


NAVIGATION 


I would like to mention that I am a member of the board of directors 
of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association, and I am a member of 
the Connecticut Valley Flood Control Association, but I am not speak- 
ing as a member of that committee. I feel, speaking as a citizen here, 
I will not be subject to criticism by my own members, because some of 
them, in favor of flood control and navigation, live in the nearby com- 
munities and are somewhat fearful of criticism. Iam willing to take 
that criticism. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to bring to the attention of the committee the 
need of developing one of our major resources in western New Eng- 
land. . 

I refer specifically to the Connecticut River, which has its source at 
Lake Connecticut in New Hampshire near the Canadian border, flows 
southward between the States of New Hampshire and Vermont, cuts 
across western Massachusetts and Connecticut, and empties at Say- 
brook, Conn., in Long Island Sound, some 380 miles from its head- 
quarters. 

The Connecticut River is presently navigable from Saybrook to 
Hartford with a channel depth of 15 feet permitting the cargo- 
carrying vessels, barges, and pleasure boats to go as far as Hartford. 
The channel above Hartford to Windsor locks is less than 5 feet deep 
and restricts cargo-carrying vessels to come as far north as Holyoke, 
Mass. Taw 

In recommending navigation on the Connecticut River, it is with 
the idea of bringing into this region the necessary raw materials or 
semiprocessed goods so essential to keep our industries and business 
operating. In all of New England, we have practically none of the 
raw materials such as ore, copper, coal, oil, wool, cotton. We have a 
limited amount of lumber and building materials and we are depend- 








634 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


ent upon two expensive forms of transportation, the railroads and 
the trucks. 

The economy of this region is threatened not only by the high tarifis 
of transportation, but by the extremely high power costs. To meet 
competition from other regions which are closer to the source of raw 
materials, it is essential to bring goods to western New England in 
quantities and at lower costs. If we do this, we shall retain present 
industries. It will encourage business to come into New England, 
make possible more jobs for our citizens, and help stabilize our 
economy. 

Neither the Commonwealth of Massachusetts nor the several com- 
munities lying along the Connecticut River north of Hartford can in- 
dividually or collectively afford to develop this project. It requires 
Federal assistance. 

I propose that a channel not less than 100 feet wide with a depth 
of 12 feet m. 1. r. running from Hartford to Holyoke be built. The 
cities and towns of Agawam, Longmeadow, Springfield, West Spring- 
field, Chicopee, and Holyoke could arrange for the building of 
lateral channels and develop the land along the river for commercial 
and industrial use. 

This brings in the matter of zoning, which was mentioned this 
morning, Mr. Chairman. 

There isn’t a city or town that I have mentioned, Mr. Chairman, 
that doesn’t require additional revenue to build and maintain schools, 
community improvements, and provide a decent standard of service 
for its citizens. 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, the Connecticut Light & Power have 
requested from the Federal Power Commission a license to erect a 
dam at Windsor Locks for the purpose of generating power. This 
should also include a lock not less than 60 feet wide, 300 feet in length, 
and 12 feet deep. 

You will notice, Mr. Chairman and Congressman Reuss, attached 
to your particular report is a profile of that particular proposed dam 
which I got from the Federal Power Commission several months ago. 

By controlling the flow of water on the upper Connecticut River, it 
practically guarantees a constant flow downstream to permit vessels to 
travel between Hartford and Holyoke, provide an adequate supply 
of water for the new Enfield dam and lock, and these same catch basins 
can be used for the development of power and flood control. 

Consumers of oil and coal would save millions of dollars annually. 
Cities and towns would save many thousands of dollars. Manufac- 
turers and processors in some cases would save enough to offset their 
real estate tax. Transportation costs are an important factor in deter- 
mining the price of a product and any savings would place us in a more 
favorable competitive position. 

It is estimated that Westover Air Base, now used by the Strategic 
Air Command, would save over $1 million per year if it received its 
fuels in large quantities by boat. A navigable Connecticut River as 
far as Holyoke offers an alternate shipping route in case of national 
defense. 

The Congress, the Army engineers, and other agencies, both State 
and national, have all of the information necessary to present to your 
committee, and I cannot urge too strongly, Mr. Chairman, the need to 
appropriate funds to start the project of navigation at once. 
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Might I interject for a moment, Mr. Chairman, a discussion I had 
a few years ago with one of the large industries outside of Spring- 
field, who were thinking seriously of moving. 1 undertake these jobs 
more or less as a citizen, not because of what benefits may personally 
arise, but because of the benefit for the entire region. 

I met with these folks, who planned to move. I said, “What is your 
problem?” He said, “T'wo things. Transportation of raw materials 
coming up here and power rates.” On the matter of power they finally 
made an adjustment. I suggested they work out a plan to install 
diesel motors for the generation of power. 

On transportation we went over the cost and they estimated if they 
could save bringing their raw materials from the source to _ point 
where they produce, they would save $60,000 or more a yea 

I then asked the question, “What is your total tax a year! ” They 
got out their books and showed me their tax was somewhere under 
$58,000. This saving in the transportation of raw materials made it 
possible for this organization to be a State tax-exempt organization. 
That is, they could save enough to pay those taxes. 

Now on the matter of power. 

When we talk about power in this region, Mr. Chairman, we see 
sparks fly. Here is a commodity not only widely used, but can 
be termed the lifeblood of our economy. 

With technical improvements and the use of electricity becoming 
a more important factor in our daily lives, it is imperative that every 
natural resource be developed for power and sold to present or new 
consumers at the lowest possible cost. With the exception of power 
sold by the 43 municipal plants in Massachusetts, the power rates in 
this region and in fact throughout M:z issachusetts and New E ngland 
are the highest in the Nation. 

When the catch basins and dams are built, there can also be installed 
the necessary penstocks and generating equipment. This power can 
then be transmitted over existing fac ‘ilities to the consumer. Such 
power can be produced at not more than 4 mills and in all probability 
about 3 mills. 

The Ontario Power Co. now produces electricity on the Niagara 
River and sells its surplus to the Niagara Mohawk of America at the 
bus bar for 3 mills. 

Appearing before the task force last year, when I mentioned the 
fact that the power cost was 3 mijls, I was questioned by Admiral 
Moreell, by my good friend, former Governor Edison, and by Goy- 
ernor Lee of Utah. They said I must have made a mistake. Well, 
working with the Canadian Government on the St. Lawrence-Great 
Lakes program we got the cost. The cost of producing the power by 
Ontario Power was 1.77 mills, and selling it at - bus bar they were 
selling it for 3 mills. They were entitled to 1.3 mills profit. This 
took into consideration every conceivable orofit and all of the other 
factors, like replacement, and amortization of the bonds. Yet the 
testimony presented that morning to the task force by the counsel of 
Niagara Mohawk stated that the cost of producing the same power 
they were buying was7 mills. That is the kind of program they have 
presented to the country, and it is unfair. 

The steam generating plant in Kinston, N. C., produces power by 
coal steam at 4 mills. Certainly the power will not cost more than 4 
mills in this region. 
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I had the pleasure of inspecting some of the powerplants very 
recently, and the Kinston plant is a magnificent demonstration of 
what our engineers can do and what our Federal Government can do 
when it coordinates a program. To think of it as a byproduct—they 
use 14,000 tons of coal a day, and that is helping the coal industry in 
that region, which needs their help. 

Power costs could also be reduced if present producers were to take 
advantage of navigation on the Connecticut River and have their oil 
and coal delivered by barge. 

I wish, Mr. Chairman, that you could sit down and discuss pro- 
duction costs which include electric power, with the firms we do busi- 
ness with. In one instance, a firm received bids to install generating 
equipment and had actual figures to show that the maximum cost for 
power would be under 9 mills. This includes a 10-year amortization 
program, interest on the investment, etc. The power company real- 
ized that the firm meant business and it came close to meeting this 

rice. 

z Several years ago we brought a plastic business into a small com- 
munity. We required considerable power and the utility company 
declined to provide the needed power. Fortunately, there were 2 
water wheels, 2 high-pressure steam plants, and a diesel engine, and 
power was supplied and some 80 persons given gainful employment. 

Briefly, this is what happened: In 1946 I helped organize a firm in 
the plastics business with 6 employees; today it employs 414 and occu- 
pies over 80,000 feet. When we sat down to buy power and considered 
it an important factor they started at 21% cents, or 30 mills. We said, 
keep your power and discontinue your wires. We will set up our own 
generating equipment and we will get it for approximately 1 cent. 

Now I don’t think there should be that kind of bargaining. 

Only last year, there was an instance where a textile firm outside 
of Worcester closed its doors. The firm generated its own power and 
when we tried to sell the plant, the power company sent two of its 
representatives to the plant to buy the generating equipment. We 
found later that it wished to destroy this equipment and force the 
firm to purchase high-cost power from their outfit—and this is an 
actual case. 

If power is developed on the Connecticut River, I feel that under 
the Preference Act, the co-ops and municipal plants should have pri- 
ority and the remaining power sold to existing utilities with the un- 
derstanding that the lower cost would be reflected in the consumers’ 
price. 

WATER RESOURCES 


The final portion of my recommendations to your honorable com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, concerns one of our essential natural re- 
sources—water. New England is blessed with possibly the finest 
water in the Western Hemisphere not only in quantity, but quality. 
Recently, we have suffered from an overabundance causing floods, 
loss of life, destruction of property and upsetting the normal func- 
tioning of our lives and economy. 

The floods which began August 19 and the recent floods of October 
14 and 15, have left tragic memories. Your committee, Mr. Chair- 
man, has just inspected the flooded area in Pennsylvania and South 
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Carolina and you had first-hand information of how cruel a flood 
can be. A 

In discussing our water resources, it includes navigation, hydro 
power, flood control, antipollution, and the use of water for personal, 
commercial, industrial, recreational and agricultural purposes. How 
to make water a pleasant, profitable resource and to tame and control 
its power and prevent destruction is a part of the overall problem 
facing this region. 

We hear of areas in distress because of water shortages; we, on 
the other hand, find ourselves in distress with water surpluses. I 
do not see how we can isolate navigation from flood control, or flood 
control from power, or power from pollution and, therefore, the prob- 
lem must be one of integration. It would be nice if we could ship 
some of our surplus water to areas where shortages exist, as we do 
with oil and gas. Maybe some day we may subscribe to such a plan. 

In spite of our abundant water supply, there exist many problems 
that need attention. I refer to the pollution problem in this region. 
Waste disposal thrown into our rivers and streams has caused serious 
pollution problems. Many cities have already built sewerage treat- 
ment plants which have helped clean up the streams and rivers. 
However, there are many communities along the Connecticut River 
who must, not later than January 1, 1956, I believe, commence work 
on sewerage-treatment plants or tie in with already existing plants. 

The cost of erecting such plants will force many communities to 
borrow beyond their capacity or to curtail their program of educa- 
tion in the schools and community improvements and operations. 

I realize how important it is, Mr. Chairman, to have each com- 
munity provide antipollution facilities, but what it requires is a lot 
of money. I would like to suggest that your honorable committee 
recommend to the Congress some form of Federal assistance. 

In submitting these several recommendations, Mr. Chairman, I 
believe each in itself merits support. The most urgent is flood con- 
trol and we ask you and the Congress to take immediate steps in pro- 
viding the necessary money to carry out this vast and important 
program. We would also like to see tied in with flood control, the 
program for navigation, for hydropower generation, further develop- 
ment of our water resources, and that the work should be on a com- 
prehensive basis rather than a piecemeal project. 

Before concluding, Mr. Chairman, I would like to recommend that 
Passamaquoddy be developed for power. This body of water lies be- 
tween Maine and New Brunswick, Canada, with a tide exceeding 23 
feet, and would make possible the generation of power at less than 
2 mills. 

Recent discoveries of bauxite in Maine with the generation of cheap 
power would make possible the manufacture of aluminum and help 
the economy of this region. Some time ago, the Congress appropriated 
a smal] sum to investigate the possibilities of developing power here 
and I believe this program can be developed on a self-liquidating 
basis. 

I have one other comment. If the Federal Power Commission gives 
a license to the Connecticut Light & Power Co. to build the dam, I 
hope you will see that locks are included. If it is to be isolated and 
ne a part of the program then I ask that Federal assistance do the 
job. 
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Mr. Jonxs. I believe General Fleming testified yesterday it would 
be a part of it. 

Mr. Metrzer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Meltzer, you made a very fine and very compre- 
hensive report on the water-resources problem of this area, which I 
know will receive consideration from the committee. 

Mr. Meurzer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. I want to thank you for the time you have devoted to 
this study. 

Mr. Reuss ? 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Metrzer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. I have a telegram which was directed to me, which I 
shall read and make a part of the record at this point, from the Spring- 
field Junior Chamber of Commerce : 


The Springfield Junior Chamber of Commerce wishes to be recorded as en- 
dorsing the Hoover Commission reports on water resources and power. They 
carefully considered national water policy as recommended in this report as 
the obvious first step toward efficient and effective Federal activities in the 
river-development field. We here in New England resent the invasion of col- 
lectivist ideas exploiting the aroused emotion of those who have suffered as a 
result of the recent floods. Jaycees cannot tolerate this sort of practice or 
ideology. The belief that economic justice can best be won by freeman to 
free enterprise is a basic part of the Jaycee creed. 

Wm. P. AUHTER, 
President, Springfield Junior Chamber of Commerce. 
Mr. Reuss. Is Mr. Dick Martin of Manchester, Conn., here? 


Mr. Jonrs. How are you, Mr. Martin? We are glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD MARTIN, CITY MANAGER, 
MANCHESTER, CONN. 


Mr. Martin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Richard 
Martin, 33 Harvard Road, Manchester, Conn. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Martin? 

Mr. Martin. No, I do not, sir. 

I am here, Mr. Chairman, because Mr. Wise called me from Wash- 
ington a few days ago and said that somebody—lI am not sure now 
whether it was a friend of mine or not—had told him that I had some 
knowledge of the water resources in New England, and would I come 
up. I have not had an opportunity to prepare a statement or to 
familiarize myself with the Hoover Commission report. 

I have listened this morning with considerable interest, and I will 
try to make a few comments that will perhaps be helpful. 

For some 8 years I was a director of a Connecticut State agency 
that had considerable to do with the development of the water re- 
sources within Canada, and also in cooperation with the other New 
England States, and New York and New Jersey in some respects, and 
with various Federal agencies, all on the development of water re- 
sources. 

If you would like to have something in the nature of a prepared 
statement, I would be very glad to dig that up. 

Mr. Jones. No, it will not be necessary, because the reporter will 
take down what you have to say and I am sure you are familiar enough 
with the subject so that you could give us your thoughts orally. 
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Mr. Martin. I will be glad to give you a copy of the statement that 
I did present before the Cook committee in Springfield on natural 
resources in 1950, which I prepared and presented at the request of 
Governor Bowles, who was then Governor of Connecticut. It 
touched on most of the subjects which have been mentioned this 
morning. 

Some of the things that I suggested then as being things I thought 
would be helpful—and I am still of the same opinion—are that we 
need to change some of the rules of the game that we are playing. 
We found from our experience in trying to cooperate successfully in 
many respects with Federal agencies, that each of them had somewhat 
different rules, and some of them they dug out at the last minute, after 
we thought we were familiar with them. ‘That is similar to my ex- 
perience at playing gin rummy with my wife. She always has a new 
rule. 

Those rules ought to be uniform, I think, between the various Fed- 
eral agencies, and some of them need clarifying. It would be help- 
ful, I would think, not only to the States, but to the Federal agencies. 

I recommended 5 years ago, and I still feel that the States and the 
localities should participate directly, and in most cases fiinancially, in 
water-resource projects, including flood control. I think that the 
amount of participation would differ very greatly in different types 
of projects, and might be a very small percentage in the case of flood 
control. 

Mr. Jones. What percentage do you think the Federal Government 
should expect from the States of Connecticut, Vermont, New Hamp- 
shire, and Maine? 

Mr. Martin. When I say “participate,” Mr. Chairman, I am think- 
ing of a number of other costs than the direct cost of acquiring land 
and constructing a dam. 

In the case of local protection works, such as they have at Hartford, 
the participation on the part of the city of Hartford was about one- 
third of the total cost of flood control and the transportation and 
highway system. The State paid about one-third and the Federal 
Government about one-third. They got more flood control] than the 
Army engineers had said was necessary and that the Federal Govern- 
ment was going to pay for. 

Mr. Jones. Do you recommend that as a good figure for the overall 
works to be performed here in the flood area / 

Mr. Martin. Not one-third. No,sir. I have no specific percentage 
that I would recommend as an overall thing. I think one of the 
troubles we get into is trying to make a blanket procedure that would 
take care of all kinds of projects in all parts of the country. There 
is considerable difference in many respects in different regions. 

I think there should be some participation. What it amounts to is, 
I think the people should participate through their local and State 
taxes, as well as participating through their Federal taxes. Actually 
they are participating if the Federal Government pays it all, of course ; 
but the results you get are better if there is some direct participation 
in the municipalities and by the States. 

In the case of the flood-control program for the Connecticut River, 
the four States in the valley agreed to participate as States by paying 
the tax loss to the upstream communities where the reservoirs would 
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be built, in order to help the people downstream. In the case of the 

Mansfield Hollow flood-control] dam in Connecticut, the people in other 
towns in Connecticut in addition to Mansfield have agreed to pay for 
the tax loss there. That is a direct participation other than the actual 
cost of building the dam. , 

I also recommended 5 years ago that the major interstate projects, 
particularly flood control, should be financed very largely by the Fed- 
eral Government, and a number of specific projects should be approved. 
During the period of 5 years many of those have gone along as was 
recommended at that time, which to me indicates we are making some 
progress toward solving many of these water-resource problems. 

There is one other factor in this matter that I think sometimes is 
overlooked. In any national study of those problems—and that is 
the difference between one region of the country and another—the 
climate is different, which has an effect on the kind of project you 
need, and the way you talk about it, and it would have some different 
effect on the financing of it also. The topography is considerably 
different and the historical development in the area is considerably 
different. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not go into those differences in detail. I think 
everybody recognizes what they are. Right now I think everybody 
is in agreement that what we need in many parts of New England 
is flood control. My own particular town did not have any problem 
in this respect, and what I say comes from my experience in trying to 
sell flood control in Connecticut and some other parts of New England 
during a period of years. 

The reason we do not have more flood control right now in Connecti- 
cut is that previously we did not have the desire—the desire that stems 
from recognition of need. There were a few people, but you could 
get them all together in this room, that recognized the need and indi- 
cated their desire. 

The dam I mentioned before, Mansfield Hollow, was built with the 
approval of the State by the Federal Government, but only over the 
objections of a considerable number of people. I think that that de- 
sire exists now, but probably will diminish. It existed very acutely 
in 1938 after the hurricane flood in September of that year. 

Another reason why we have not had more flood control, I am con- 
vinced personally—and I want to say I am speaking for myself 
entirely and not for any State agency, although I was connected with 
one in the past, but my connection was severed.some 314 years ago— 
but one of the reasons was this controversy over multipurpose dams. 
What we are talking about, I think, is multipurpose systems. This 
may be a problem in semantics more than water resources, but any 
valley ought to be developed, and has to be, and is developed, on the 
basis of a multipurpose system, where we have a dam here for one 
purpose, and a dam somewhere else for another, and a dam somewhere 
else where possible to serve two purposes. 

I think a lot of us get misled by this multipurpose dam. We get to 
thinking every dam that is built has to be built for more than one 
purpose. Actually, there is one west of Springfield here which is 
multipurpose, with public water supply and power. The chances are 
that the lights in this building and the water are both provided by that 
one dam. But there is no reason to believe in any valley that I am 
familiar with that every dam has to be built for every purpose. 
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In the TVA some of the dams are built for flood control alone; 
some for power alone; and some for both; and some for other purposes 
too. I think some of the controversy that has existed here in New 
England stemmed from this argument and the reasoning that every 
dam has to be for more than one purpose. 

Now, as I said, I had not had an opportunity to read the Hoover 
Commission report and familiarize myself with it, or even the part 
that deals with water resources. From listening here this morning it 
would seem to me that the differences in what may seem to be the theory 
of the Hoover report and the needs of Connecticut and New England 
are not too far apart. Certainly the differences are not something 
that reasonable men and women cannot resolve, and very readily, so 
that some progress can be made and get ahead with the job which has 
been needed for a considerable period of time. The need not only is 
more acute now, but it is greater. The storms we have had recently 
are of greater intensity than anything that has been experienced in 
this valley for a long period of time. Our records go back beyond 
those of any other valley in the country. 

Now this argument applies to this multipurpose reservoir problem. 
Our needs for flood control are greater, and most of the dams that have 
been approved for flood control, like Mansfield Hollow and others, 
both the Army engineers and the Federal Power Commission had said 
there was no feasible power development here. All of those that have 
not been built should be restudied to the extent of determining whether 
more flood control is needed at that particular site in view of our more 
recent experience. 

The more flood control you need, the less practical power you are 
going to get out of that particular site. 

Mr. Jones. Do you state that as an engineering fact, Mr. Martin? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Have you been out to see the Wilson Dam, and Chief 
Joseph, and Bonneville, and Hoover Dam? 

Mr. Martin. No, I have not. I have seen all of the ones in the 
Connecticut River Valley, though, and I have seen all of the sites. 

Mr. Jones. Have you see and examined Norris Dam? 

Mr. Martrn. I have seen Norris Dam. Yes. But I have seen all 
of the dams existing in the Connecticut River Valley, and I have 
seen all of the sites for proposed multipurpose projects, and single- 
purpose dams. 

Mr. Jones. Then you contend that the dams for flood control cannot 
be reconciled to the use of generating hydroelectric power ? 

Mr. Martin. No. I think, Mr. Chairman, you misunderstood me 
or else I did not make myself clear. Maybe this example will clear 
it a 
If we had a dam and reservoir that has been proposed to store 6 
inches of runoff purely as a flood control dam, because it had been 
decided that there was no available power there, and no feasible pow- 
er development, then in the view of our recent experience it might be 
decided to control another inch of runoff in order to prevent the same 
amount of damage downstream. If that had been decided on as a 
multipurpose reservoir we would need that much more storage avail- 
able for floods all of the time, which means there would be that much 
less head for any power development, and that much less power 
storage, 
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So the recent experience—and I say that should all be reconsidered, 
but the recent experience may mean that where there was a possibility 
of power the need for more flood control might change the balance in 
costs and benefits. It might not tip it over, but it might reduce the 
amount of available power. I think it probably does not help either 
the industry or the employees to give them cheaper Pe if it is 
cheaper, and still leave them vulnerable to floods where they lose 
their wages and have to rebuild their plants. 

Mr. Jonzs. I first understood you to say this in substance, Mr. Mar- 
tin: We should develop the river and water resources to the maximum 
extent in the area. Is that correct, sir ? 

Mr. Martin. To the maximum practical extent. It is possible to 
overdevelop in that field, the same as in lots of other fields. 

Mr. Jones. So, if there is construction of a dam and it would con- 
tribute the maximum amount of flood control, then we should also 
explore the potentials of irrigation and generation of hydroelectric 
power, should we not ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I think the opportunity of generating power has been 
explored in each case, both in the comprehensive studies and in the 
studies of the individual dams. In the Connecticut Valley, in the 
Thames Valley, in the Housatonic Valley, and the Merrimac Valley. 
Those are the ones I am familiar with. I think it has been explored 
as a different matter. 

Mr. Jones. As a secondary consideration ? 

Mr. Martin. It is a little more than secondary. Our method of 
supplemental water supply for crops is quite different from the irri- 
gation problem. There is a lot of that being done now, but I would 
put it a little farther back than secondary. It should be considered, 
certainly. And any other appcchunnty to get more out of any project. 
I think it has been in all of these studies. 

Mr. Jongs. The hydropower to be generated in this area will be a 
small amount as compared to the total amount of electricity generated 
in the thermal plants, will it not? 

Mr. Martin. Compared to thermal and existing hydro. 

Mr. Jones. So the power generated at these hydro sites will be used 
as peaking power ? 

Mr. Martin. Well, all of the hydro in New England is pretty much 
used for peak—very short period peak, usually. Any additional 
hydro, I presume, will be used the same way, until you get some shift 
in the cost of generating power otherwise. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Jonges. Thank you very much, Mr. Martin. We are glad to have 
you, sir. 

Mr. Martin. Thank you for inviting me. 

Mr. Reuss. Representative Russell Pomeroy. Is he here? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. The committee will stand in recess until 1: 45. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed until 1: 45 
p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. 
_ I want to apologize for my tardiness in getting back to the hear- 
ings, but we had some slow service and we had to be fed. 
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_'The next witness is Mr. Gordon Margeson of the Northeast Electric 
Cooperative Association, Bath, N. Y. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON M. MARGESON, PRESIDENT, NORTHEAST 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, BATH, N. Y. 


Mr. Marceson. My name is Gordon Margeson. I am manager of 
the Steuben Rural Electrical Cooperative at Bath, N. Y., which serves 
1,400 farm members with electricity. I am also see retary of the New 
York State Rural Electric C ooperative Association, and president of 
the Northeast Electric Cooperative Association. The Northeast Elec- 
tric Cooperative Association is composed of 14 cooperatives in the 
States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and New York. The 
cooperatives in the Northeast Association serve over 28,000 members, 
and I speak here primarily in the interest of the Northeast Electric 
Cooperative Association. 

Even though our cooperative areas were not directly affected by the 
recent floods, we are vitally concerned. These Northeastern States 
make up the watershed which swells the creeks and rivers, and if leit 
unchecked can cause floods such as those recently experienced. 

We are very much concerned with some of the recommendations 
contained in the recent Hoover Commission report. 

It is my understanding that this subcommittee is interested in find- 
ing out what effect the Hoover Commission Report on Water Re- 
sources and Power would have on this section of the country if its 
recommendations were adopted. 

I should like first to comment on recommendation No. 1, which is 
on page 36 of the report. I am in full accord with points A and B 
of this recommendation and believe they should be strengthened. 

However, the principles and ideas that seem to be set forth in items 
A and B are already curtailed by point C, which reads: 

That the Federal Government shall assume responsibility when participation 
or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest or to ac- 
complish broad national objectives, where projects, because of size or complexity 
or potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means or the needs of 
local: or’ private enterprise. Under other circumstances the responsibility for 
development should be discharged by State or local governments, or by local 
organizations, or by private enterprise. 

Right in my own State of New York we have an example of what 
happens when a project is turned over to a State for development. 
We have long been concerned about the high wholesale power costs 
that our cooperatives in New York and New E ngland pay, and also the 
high retail rates throughout the region as compared with other parts 
of the Nation. For many years we had hopes that the St. Lawrence 
seaway project would become the nucleus for a*public yardstick which 
would bring in the element of competition necessary to bring the 
electric rates down. However, the New York State Power Authority 
is not taking advantage of this opportunity in the marketing of St. 
Lawrence power. They have never announced an overall marketing 
plan or policy. 

Mr. Jones. Has that been a subject of discussion between the As- 
sociation of Cooperatives and the New York Power Authority? 

Mr. Marceson. Yes, sir; it has. 

70818—56—pt. 3——12 








644 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Jones. What has been the response of the New York Power 
Authority to your request to acquire a certain portion or block of the 
power ¢ ‘ ‘ 

Mr. Marceson. They have seemed to be in disagreement in the power 
authority themselves. They have never come up with a power market- 
ing policy or plan. 

Mr. Jodie How much power would be generated by the New York 
Power Authority on the rapids section of the St. Lawrence? 

Mr. Marceson. I do not have that figure. ' ' 

Mr. Jones. Is it not approximately 900,000 kilowatts installed 
sapacity ¢ 

Mr. Marceson. I believe so, on the New York side. 

Mr. Jones. With a rated capacity of 900,000 kilovolts? 

Mr. Marceson. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know what portion of that power has been con- 
tracted for up to the present time? 

Mr. Mareorson. Roughly 45 percent, I believe. 

Mr. Jones. Who engaged in contracts with the New York Power 
Authority to purchase the power that they already have under con- 
tract? 

Mr. Marceson. The largest chunk of it has gone to the Aluminum 
Company of America. 

Mr. Jones. In its operations at Massena, N. Y.? 

Mr. Marcrson. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Is that the same plant that the Federal Government has 
been paying approximately $4,500,000 to for a differential between the 
average cost of electricity and that charged by the private utilities 
in that area ? 

Mr. Marceson. Yes, sir. It has. 

Mr. Jones. Will it replace that amount of power that is costing 
the Federal Government $4,500,000 at the Massena plant ? 

Mr. Marcrson. Yes, sir. It will. 

Mr. Jones. So we will have a reduction of $4,500,000 to the Federal 
taxpayers by the production of power by the New York Power Au- 
thority ; is that right? 

Mr. Marceson. That is right. 

Mr. Jonrs. But at the same time, even though you are a preference 
customer, you have not been able to obtain contracts: for preference- 
power generated by the New York Power Authority at the rapids 
section of the St. Lawrence ? 

Mr. Marcrson. That is right. As yet we have been unable to secure 
any contracts. 

The cooperatives in New York State made application for St. Law- 
rence power and this application was submitted on June 21, but as 
yet no action has been taken. I understand that the power authority 
is now proposing a limited marketing area which would exclude the 
New York cooperatives entirely Therefore I would say that for the 
public good, the Federal Government should assume more rather 
than less responsibility in the development of waterpower projects. 

Chapters 18, 19, and 20 of the report had a great deal to say about 
Federal competition with private enterprise. Recommendations No. 
11 and No. 15 would virtually take every bit of competition out of 
the power industry, and I am opposed to these recommendations. 
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Now, I believe in private enterprise and [ also believe that com- 
petition is necessary to motivate private enterprise to produce a high- 
quality product at a reasonable price. By its very nature an electric 
utility is not a competitive business in the usual sense such as a 
grocery store or meat market, but whenever it is possible to inject 
even the hint of competition the results can be readily seen. In this 
connection I should like to relate a bit of the history of our own 
cooperative. 

rior to 1944, when our cooperative’s first lines were built, less 
than 40 percent of the rural people in Steuben County had central 
station electric service. Pleas of the farm people to the existing util- 
ity were met with either flat refusals to extend service, or proposals 
of outrageously high surcharges which the farmers were unable to 
pay. In 1924 my father purchased a farm which had a utility trans- 
mission line running across it. For 20 years my parents did without 
the advantages of electric service. They pleaded with the power 
company to no avail, and it was not until 1944 that they received 
electric service, and they received it from the cooperative. 

After the co-op was formed, the utility changed its tune in our 
area. What originally was planned to be a co-op of 5,000 members 
was cut to 1,400 by the spite-line activity of the utility. They for- 
got about their surcharges and other excuses and put forth a tre- 
mendous effort to wreck the co-op. Over 95 percent of the rural 
people in our area now have electric service. This is what a little 
competition in the utility field did in our section. 

However, when our co-op was formed, people were eager to get 
electric service and little attention was paid to wholesale rates. We 
purchase our power from the same unfriendly utility that tried to 
ruin us. The Public Service Commission in our State does not regu- 
late wholesale rates, therefore’ ours is a negotiated rate. As there 
are no other sources of supply in our area, we are in awery poor bar- 
gaining position. We are restricted from extending service to any 
of their consumers, yet that may serve our customers any time they 
wish. An escalator clause in the contract is based on the price of coal 
at their oldest and most inefficient station, where the cost of coal per 
ton is far above that paid at their other stations. At no time have 
they given us the benefit of the cheaper generation at their newer and 
more efficient plants. 

What we need now is a little bit of competition in our power sup- 
ply. Recommendations No. 11 and No. 15, if adopted, would deny 
and prohibit the introduction of such competition from future hydro- 
power projects. 

I understand that this committee is investigating the report to 
the Congress and not the task force report; however, I cannot see 
how they can be separated. In reading over the Commission report 
I find repeated reference to the task force report, which indicates 
that the task force report had a great deal of influence on the report 
to the Congress. 

Now, the chairman of the task force was Adm. Ben Moreell. In- 
vestigating further I found this to be the same Mr. Moreell who de- 
livered an address at the annual meeting of the marketing division 
of the American Petroleum Institute at Chicago, Ill., on November 
10, 1952, entitled “To Communism—VIA Majority Vote.” 
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Mr. Jones. Is that the same Mr. Moreell who was chairman of the 
task force of the Hoover Commission’s study on water resources and 
power ¢ 

Mr. Marcerson. I understand it was. 

Mr. Jones. Is he the same Mr. Moreell who is president of the 
Jones & Laughlin Steel Co. ? 

Mr. Marceson. Yes, sir. 

In this address Mr. Moreell condemned and/or linked with com- 
munism the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Bonneville power proj- 
ect, personal income taxes, social security, Federal Reserve System, 
the Federal Communications Commission—in fact, nearly everything 
that our Federal Government has done. At one ‘point he said, and 
I quote: 


Since Marx enunciated his doctrine more than 100 years ago, we Americans 

have adopted in vary degrees—practically his entire program. 
If Mr. Moreell believes what he said in this address, and he must 
have believed it or he would not have said it, then to me it is incon- 
ceivable to believe that this man could make an unbiased report on 
Federal agencies. If this is the narrow line of thinking that the 
Commission wanted in its report, it should have saved its time and 
money in setting up the task force, and written the report from Mr. 
Moreell’s speech | of November 10, 1952. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know how much money that subcommittee spent 
in gathering data and information to write its report ? 

Mr. Marceson. I understand it was considerable. 

Mr. Jones. About $400,000 of the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Marceson. I believe that a large portion of this report is opin- 
ionated and is not an impartial or unbiased study of the problems of 
water resources and power. 

In my opinion, the report as a whole would be detrimental and 
would hinder*the development and the use of the Nation’s water 
resources for the public good. 

I thank you gentlemen for the opportunity of being heard here 
today. 

Mr. Jones. Now I have just one question. In recommendation No. 
9 the Hoover Commission says : 

That the Congress empower and direct the Federal Power Commission to fix 
the rates on Government power sales at such levels as will— 

(a) Eliminate the inequities now imposed upon the great majority of the 

people; 

Then it goes on to item (0) and (c). It also has a discussion on the 
Federal power development, chapter XVI, where it says that the 
1906 reclamation law was established which set up the system of 
priorities for the sale of power generated at federally installed inte- 
rior projects. Subsequent to that we wrote the same provision in 
the Federal Power Act, and also during the thirties in the Bonneville 
Act, the REA Act, the TVA Act, the Southwest and Southeast Power 
Administration Acts, in the Flood Control Act of 1944, and the Atomic 
Energy Act the year before last. We wrote those same provisions of 
law for preference customers into all those acts. 

If the Hoover Commission recommendation were to be adopted, 
would it not wipe out all of those preferences in all of the laws that 
have been enacted by the Federal Government to provide for the sale 
and disposition of power generated at federally constructed projects? 
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Mr. Marceson. It certainly would. In my opinion it would reverse 
the Federal power policy we have had all these years. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Margeson. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Frank Sahlman of the Washington 
Electric Cooperative in East Montpelier, Vt. Mr. Sahlman. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK SAHLMAN, MANAGER, WASHINGTON 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE IN EAST MONTPELIER, VT. 


Mr. Saniman. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I do not have enough 
copies of my presentation here. I had a little ations trouble this 
morning. 

Mr. Jones. That is nothing unusual. I have it all the time. You go 
ahead. 

Mr. Sautman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Frank Sahlman. I am the manager of the Washington Elec- 
tric Cooperative in East Montpelier, Vt. I am also here as chairman 
of the power committee of the Northeastern Association of Electric 
Cooperatives, which association represents the 14 rural electric coop- 
eratives in New York and New. England. 

It is a wonderful feeling for me to find members of our Congress 
taking an active part in helping the people protect their interest “here 
in New England, and it is great to find a man like you, Congressman 
Jones, coming up all the way from Alabama, not to take our “industry 
away, but to show us how we can keep our industry from moving 
South, where the power rates are lower and the industries and the 
people do not worry too much about floods. 

We should also be grateful for your work on Niagara and St. 
Lawrence in trying to see that the people of the Northe: ast and not the 
special interests will be the beneficiaries of this power. 

A few years ago over in the Sheraton Hotel here in Springfield there 
was a hearing on water resources in this region. About the same time, 
ECAP, which is the electric companies advertising program, had an 
ad in one of our widely distributed papers blaming the high cost of 
power here in New England on the cost of coal. They went so far as 
to compare the high cost of delivered coal to the high cost of deliver- 
ing pineapple from Hawaii. Now, sorry to say, they almost had me 
believing that the power in New England all came from the juice in 
the Hawaiian pineapples. The price was so high. It is hard to keep 
the taste for this Hawaiian pineapple-electricity, especially when we 
have so much water available for power transported free to us here 
in New England. 

More rec ently these ECAP people have been delivering a brand of 
snake oil that isn’t very palatable either. In these snake-oil ads they 
said something to this effect, that letting the Federal Government do 
things was bad. It seems to me that here in New England maybe we 
found something a heck of a lot worse and that is being indifferent 
about the values of flood control and power costs. 

I think we can blame some or most of these troubles we have had 
with water around here lately on the meddling of the utility com- 
panies in the various State legislatures in New England for the past 
20 years. Wecan blame them and their political cronies on the ineffli- 
cient tangled-up interstate compacts that have been effective, yes, in 
keeping the power rates high, but ineffective from keeping our people 
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from losing their homes. This is a very serious statement and I hope 
these power companies will reverse their attitudes and cease from their 
practices of holding this region in bondage to the ravages of the rivers 
in this area when the rivers could be controlled to further the general 
welfare of the people. 

Now, I didn’t come down here from East Montpelier, Vt., to sell 
you a lot of the electric companies’ snake oil. I came down here to sell 
you some of Vermont’s clean, sweet, fresh milk. You may be wonder- 
ing what milk has to do with his hearing other than that a good 

ortion of the milk is made up of water. Milk is important to the 
‘clenens that I work for because 77 percent of their income comes 
from milk, and milk can’t be produced without water, and it can’t be 
sold in areas where water is consistently flooding people from their 
homes. We will not be able to produce milk competitively in Vermont 
in the future unless we get a competitive influence in our power rates. 
If we could build more industry in New England, get more people 
here that can be assured of a safe and prosperous living, I think we 
could sell more milk and dairy products. We would have more secu- 
rity and a better living for our farm members, too. Everybody would 
be better off—even the power companies. It sounds like a pretty 
healthy idea to me. 

I wasn’t planning very hard to come here to testify today, but Fri- 
day night, while I was reading my local paper, I came on a little item 
that was bannered Moreell Assails Public Power, and I will take the 
quotations from text. Industrialist Ben V. Moreell assailed Federal 
public power today as “a fraud and a delusion.” Now, I am not going 
to give you all the quotations that he made. I am going to give you 
the portion of the paper I found the article in, but I would like to add 
one more quotation. “But as for Federal power,” he said, “I believe 
it promotes the growth of a social cancer of avarice in our body politic, 
that isa fraud and a delusion fraught with danger to our whole system 
of private enterprise.” 

I am not challenging Admirable Ben’s or anyone else’s right to 
say what they think because after all, we live in a democracy and 
democracy means that a man has the right to be a damn fool once in 
a while as well as smart as hell sometime. 

What I do protest, however, is the appointment of persons with 
completely biased thinking to positions of trust, to suggest policy 
that would have immeasurable impact on. the future social and eco- 
nomic life of our country. I wonder how anyone who has the interest 
of their country first in mind would try to encourage the American 
people to accept a report written by people with preconceived ideas 
as to what the subject matter was going to “4 

I am a great believer in free enterprise and I also subscribe to the 
belief that the resources of our world were placed here for the benefit 
of all people, and water power is one of those resources. <A late Sec- 
retary of War, Newton D. Baker, once said: 

Whoever owns (our waterpowers) in a large sense may be said to own the 
United States, industrially and commercially. If I were greedy for power over 
my fellow man, I would rather control Muscle Shoals than to be continuously 
elected President of the United States. 

Up here in New England they have gone as far as to control all the 
water resources and now that they have that controlled, a couple of 
company presidents—one, at least—I guess. wants to see how it feels 
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to sit in the governor’s chair as well. One president of a company 
wants to make a whole power network in New England for one com- 
pany, and he wants to get big control. ; j 

They not only control the rivers, they got squatters’ rights. Some- 
times I feel I should call the president of the local utility every time 
I take my private bath. Congressman, maybe if you would bring all 
the people down in the South who think like you do up here for 
a few days—maybe we can still save the Union. 

We've got a lot of good rivers here in New England that we could 
put to work for us if we only had some real help to do it. In my 
way of thinking, it is a Federal responsibility to see that the States 
are not led into resource development that is contrary to the good 
of the people. It is a waste of our water resources if we do not de- 
velop them so that they will contribute to our power requirements as 
well as all the other benefits that river development will bring 
about. 

I have a comment I would like to add, that from the representative 
of Vermont’s statement that there were going to be six dams built in 
Vermont, there is a possibility that some change could be made so 
that they could be made dual-purpose dams instead of single-purpose 
dams, as is contemplated right now. 

In reviewing some of the Hoover report, I find it contains a lot 
of recommendations which closely parallel the Federal policy of local 
partnership that seems to be the vogue right now. I heard so much 
about this local participation that I drove over to Augusta, Maine, 
one day. Augusta, you might know, is on the Kennebec River and 
is the home of the Idaho Power & Light Co. I didn’t go over there to 
see the Idaho Power & Light Co., but went over to see Hells Canyon— 
figuring it must be on the Kennebec someplace; after all, it was 
being sponsored on this local participation policy. You might con- 
ceivably imagine my surprise when I couldn’t find a place along the 
whole river that looked anything like the pictures in Look magazine 
labeled Hells Canyon. I did see some pretty likely spots where a 
power dam might be built, so I looked over the Gold Bricks (that 
is the name of the books put out by NENYIAC explaining this whole 
problem of water resources). 

These Gold books have a lot of interesting stuff in them, but they 
could be improved by showing how much New England people could 
save by having multipurpose dams constructed for power purposes 
at money costs equivalent to Government financing. On the Ken- 
nebec, for instance, there are possibilities of developing 9 new dams 
that would increase the capacity of that river by 461,000 kilowatts 
(almost 8 times the amount of power used by all the rural domestic 
and small commercial consumers in the whole State of Vermont). 

Now, that is only one of the important rivers in New England. 
Take the Connecticut, for instance. It is a pretty rough river and it 
needs some new dams so that it can take care of the water adequately. 
The annual flood damage on the Connecticut River averages 
$9,600,000. That is enough to pay the interest on almost a half a 
billion dollars’ worth of flood control. There are 5 flood-control dams 
on this river, but there should be 21 more. The Connecticut Valley 
Flood Control Commission all of a sudden is in a yank to build them. 
I guess these last. floods finally woke them up. 
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The other day one of the members of that commission made a state- 
ment that the Federal Government was responsible that more dams 
weren’t built. Honestly, Congressman, I think he knows better than 
that. For the past 20 years, New England has been yelling murder 
any time there were possibilities of a single buck of Federal money 
available to be spent here on flood control. 

There is also the possibility of developing additional capacity of 
280,500 kilowatts on the Connecticut River that will annually pro- 
duce 585,400,000 kilowatt-hours of power at a total cost of $109,- 
784,000. I have been told that this cost estimate is about 20 percent 
high. Now, I am sure if that power was developed, you would get at 
least one customer for it. The Halifax Electric Co-op has its office in 
Brattleboro, Vt., and now has to pay 16 or 17 mills for power. Down 
the street about two blocks from its office the Connecticut River Power 
Co. has a hydro power plant producing power at production costs 
of around 3 mills. I guess that power goes all the way down to 
Tewksbury, Mass., and back before the co-op gets a hold of it. It 
must be that making those kilowatt-hours go bocevar is what makes 
them so expensive. 

Talking about wholesale power costs, we might as well go back to 
Maine. Up there the Maine co-ops are paying 3 or 4 times more for 

ower than the co-ops south of the Mason-Dixon-Yates line down 
in your area of Alabama. 

Mr. Jones. And that line has been abolished. 

Mr. Sautman. I am glad you had something to do with it, Con- 
gressman. 

The sad part of the story is that these co-ops are sitting right on 
top of Passamaquoddy, which should be developed not only to help 
those rural people up that way, but to make it possible to utilize the 
manganese deposits that are prevalent in Aroostook County. There 
is estimated to be enough manganese in Aroostook County to satisfy 
the needs of the United States for 30 years at our present rate of use. 
Today we have to import about 90 percent of our manganese across 
the border from Maine in the Province of New Brunswick. They 
really know what it means to develop their power resources. They 
are even eyeing some of the largest undeveloped sites on our side of 
the border and I understand from pretty reliable sources that they 
will contract for the total output of one of the larger power sites in 
Aroostook County if somebody on this side of the line would build 
the dam and powerhouse. They will also go so far as to release the 
power back to us here in the United States as soon as the demand 
grows enough so we could use it. Sounds like a pretty sweet way to 
develop some of that northern hydro, but you certainly couldn’t do 
it if you went according to the Hoover Commission report. 

Now, the Hoover Commission report would only extend what we 
now have in New England on a national scale. I don’t believe any 
other part of the country would want to be ccnfronted with the short- 
sighted policies that the power companies have put over on the people 
of New England through their political influence. 

We would like to go back to Congress and tell them that the recom- 
mendations on power are not ones that will be good for the people. 
They are the recommendations of private monopoly in a field that 
affects every aspect of the life of the people and the destiny of our 
great country. 
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I would like to make a few more comments. I have listened to the 
discussion here for 2 days and I want to make some comments about 
these businessmen who have come up here and suggested that we have 
the Hoover report. 

For one thing, I cannot see how businessmen could come up and say 
that. They believe in efficiency in their own operation and they sug- 
gest that we have an inefficient type of flood control and water resources 
program in New England. For businessmen who think about waste 
a lot I cannot imagine them thinking about wasting some of these 
water resources and not developing the power along with the other 
benefits that water will bring in. I cannot imagine them thinking 
about floods. 

Maybe they can pay their own way, but how about all of the people 
who can’t. When they are flooded and when their homes are gone, 
they are gone for good. To me this program they suggest is one of 
the biggest giveaways that possibly could confront all of New Eng- 
land. I think probably some of these businessmen are afraid. ‘They 
are afraid to be caught in a position where they are not thinking the 
way the crowd is thinking, and they are afraid maybe they will be 
ostracized from their own group. But I think they are old enough 
to think for themselves and they ought to start thinking of taking 
off the halter that the electric utilities have around their necks. 

They are driving automobiles today and ought to be thinking in 
terms of horsepower. 

Another thing I would like to say is, I do not see why they should 
be hollering about preference. The preference is not really a give- 
away to the co-ops or public-power people or public-utility districts. 
With that preference they have to take on a responsibility. That re- 
sponsibility is to supplement the regulatory processes that are now so 
ineffective all over the country through the Public Service Commis- 
sions. I think if the businessmen really look at it in that light they 
will see the true value of preferences for their own sake and the sake 
of their own business. 

The thing is, a lot of people have these halters on their necks. They 
are blind in one eye and can’t see out of the other. 

That is all I have to say, and I hope you can contribute something 
to help us in New England to do the ‘ob all right. 

Mr. Jonrs. Have you read the Hoover Commission report on Gov- 
ernment financing and lending ¢ 

Mr. Sautman. I have read part of the Hoover Commission report. 
Yes. But I have not gone through them thoroughly. This hearing 
came up hurriedly and I did not get a chance to go all the way through, 
but I could make some recommendations on it, probably. 

I would like to give you a newspaper clipping that I picked out 
yesterday before I left, from the Burlington Free Press, where the 
chairman of the Vermont Development Commission has this to say 
about Vermont : 

In a statement, Miskelly said, ‘Vermont has lost more industry during the past 
5 years than it has gained.” 

And I think it has a whole lot to do with the power-development 
policies. Power is one of the things. 

I would like to give you a clipping that the Moreell statement came 
in, and a pamphlet on the comparison of rates between Vermont 
and Washington. 
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(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


[From the Burlington Free Press, September 13, 1955] 
NEW ENGLAND COULD HAVE EScAPED MuCcH oF FLoop DAMAGE 


Boston, September 12.—New England would have escaped serious damage 
by the recent floods if all flood-control projects authorized by the Federal Gov- 
ernment had been constructed, Brig. Gen. Robert J. Fleming, Jr., of the Army 
engineers said today. 

He told a special meeting on flood control that numerous dams and reservoirs 
had been authorized by the Federal Government but in some cases no funds had 
been appropriated. 

In many instances, he said, State and local authorities, notably in Massachu- 
setts and New Hampshire, had not concurred in the projects. 

Such concurrence and sharing of expenses must be had before the Federal 
Government can build the flood-control projects, Fleming said. 

He pointed out that if the so-called Worcester diversion project had been con- 
structed, the city would have been spared serious flood damage. 

“But the city of Worcester has never concurred in this project,” he said. 


WOULD DIVERT RIVER 


The project would have diverted more than half the water of the Blackstone 
River through a channel under Holy Cross College and then back into the 
Blackstone. 


{From the Barre Daily Times, Barre, Vt., Friday, October 21, 1955] 


MOoREELL ASSAILS PUBLIC POWER, INDUSTRIALIST ASSAILS IT As “A FRAUD AND A 
DELUSION” 


Wuite SuLtepHur Sprines, W. Va.—Industrialist Ben V. Moreell assailed 
Federal public power today as “a fraud and a delusion.” 

“There is no logical reason for the popular appeal of public power,” he said, 
“but demagogues have been able to hoodwink the public into believing that it is an 
important factor in their cost of living.” 

Moreell, a retired admiral, is board chairman of Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp. 
and headed a Hoover Commission Task Force on Water Resources and Power. 
His address was prepared for a convention of the Association of Edison Illumi- 
nating Companies. 

Asserting any sort of publie power is socialistic, tax-supported, and “economi- 
eally and morally wrong,” Moreell said the public has been sold a false impres- 
sion of power costs. 

“Actually,” he said, “the cost of power to the average householder is about 
1 percent for clothing and 2 percent for tobacco and smoking supplies. A reduc- 
tion of only 3 percent in his tax bill would pay for all of his power.” 

Moreell said citizens can keep an eye on municipal power projects and move 
somewhere else if “socialistic exactions” of such projects grow too great. But 
as for Federal power, he said: 

“IT believe it promotes the growth of a social cancer of avarice in our body 
politic, that it is a fraud and a delusion, fraught with danger to our whole 
system of private enterprise.” 

The Hoover Commission task force headed by Moreell urged that no more 
Federal projects exclusively for public power be built. It also called for an early 
start on selling Federal power projects to private industry or, if necessary, to 
State and local governments. The full commission rejected, however, the task 
force recommendation for sale of existing projects. 


Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Botanp. Is it your contention that the adoption of the Hoover 
Commission recommendations would sound the death knell of the 
rural electric co-ops? 


Mr. Santman. Oh, yes. It is really bad for rural electric coopera- 
tives. 


Mr. Botanp. That is all. 
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MORE JOBS IN VERMONT 


History of the past twenty years reveals 
that where there is an abundant supply of low 
cost power, jobs multiply very rapidly. Proof 
of this may be found by comparing the indus- 
trial expansion of the Pacific Northwest and the 
TVA areas with other sections of this country. 
Where LOW COST POWER became available the 
industrial growth was far greater than in areas 


like ours where power is scarce and high in cost. 


Vermont is situated between some of the 
most extensive and newly discovered natural re- 
sources that can be used for manufacturing and 
the greatest concentration of consumers in North 
America. We have a plentiful supply of water, 
facilities for transportation and the mana- 
gerial know-how together with the most de- 
pendable skilled labor in America. We need more 
and cheaper power to realize the potential for 
production right here on our doorstep! 





MORE INCOME FOR OUR FARMS 


Farming is a highly competitive enterprise to- 
day and only the most modern and up-to-date 
farm can give the kind of income return needed 
to keep the farm family standard of living on a 
par with other enterprises. Electricity is the 
necessity of our 20th century farm rather than 
the luxury. Abundant, low cost electric power 
is the one greatest assurance for the continued 
existance of the family farm! Without it we 
can see no future for Vermont agriculture, with 
it there is no end to the possibilities for expand- 
ing and making more profitable and satisfying 


the agricultural economy of our State. 
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OR OUR FARMS 


ompetitive enterprise to- 
modern and up-to-date 
of income return needed 
standard of living on a 
rises. Electricity is the 
entury farm rather than 
low cost electric power 
rance for the continued 
farm! Without it we 
ermont agriculture, with 
possibilities for expand- 
profitable and satisfying 


of our State. 


LET DEMOCRACY WORK! 


Vermont is within the economic transmission 
area of the great St. Lawrence River Power Pro- 
ject at Massena, N. Y. The Federal Power 
Commission provided for our sharing in this low 
cost power by stipulating in the license issued 
to the Power Authority of the State of New 
York that a share of the power should be made 
available to adjacent states within the economic 
transmission area. It is up to us, however, to see 
to it that Vermont gets a fair share. 


HOW CAN WE ASSURE VERMONT 
ABUNDANT LOW COST POWER? 


The need is for a Vermont-controlled agency 
that will furnish electricity to the people of the 
state by the most economical method at the low- 
est rates possible without having to waste thous- 
ands of dollars annually in legal battles with 
private utilities who keep well financed by ex- 
tracting high rates from consumers. 


Vermont needs a State Agency with power to 
build generating plants, dams and transmission 
lines, to buy and sell electricity and to issue 
bonds to secure capital. 


Such a State Agency could erect steam or 
diesel plants, it could build dams that also served 
to control floods, it could purchase power de- 
veloped on the St. Lawrence River from the New 
York Power Authority, it could generate or pur- 
chase power from atomic energy plants when 
such methods become feasible, it could lead in 
the better coordination of the facilities of the 
existing power companies. 
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VERMONT LABOR-FARM COUNCIL 


aio: + 


os i 


n 


= .<€ 


oa oO 


n 
e 








USE and COST COMPARISON 
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Monthly Cost 
Save 40¢ a Month 





a We see that in the State of Washington the small power consumers use almost twice as much 


power for 40¢ less a month than the Vermont small power consumers. This “ 


bonus” would run 
three 1 H.P. motors for a month — 8 hours a day — 5 days a week! 


LARGE POWER 
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The savings for the large power user is even greater! In the State of Washington the large 
manufacturer uses 3 times as much power as the large manufacturer in Vermont, yet his bill is 


$390.00 less each month than the bill of the Vermonter. |s it any wonder that large industries 
choose the State of Washington? 














They do it in Washington — why not in Vermont... 





RESIDENTIAL AND FARM USE 


° THE average residential use of electricity is less than 100 kwhr per month in the larger cities 


in the Northeast. 100 kwhrs of electricity cost $5.00 in Rutland, Vermont and will operate these 
few appliances. 


Refrigerator 
Lights 
Television 
Radio 

lron 


0 100 200 300 400 500 


For $5.35 in Tacoma, Washington you can buy 5 times more electricity than you can buy in 


Rutland, Vermont for $5.00. The average residential use of electricity in Tacoma, Washington is 
over 500 kwhrs per month. 


500 kwh will operate the following equipment: 


Lights Clothes Dryer 
Refrigerator m In Tacoma, Washington where Dishwasher 

<a there is a Municipal Plant you can aly Dapoee 
adio roner 

all dakian operate all these and still save Range 

Hot Water Heater $100.00 a year over the cost of op- Sewing Machine 

Clock erating these in Rutland. Vacuum Cleaner 

Fan 


Washing Machine 


sy To operate these same appliances in Rutland, Vermont would cost over 2/2 times more than in 
Tacoma. Is it a wonder that the use of power is low here in New England and the people in Ta- 


coma use this time saving — money saving power in large quantities? 





t... They do it in Tacoma — why not in Vermont? 
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Mr. Jones. Mr. Walter N. Cook, manager of the Vermont Electric 
Cooperative in Johnson, Vt. 
We are glad to have you, Mr. Cook. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER N. COOK, MANAGER, VERMONT ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, JOHNSON, VT. 


Mr. Cook. I am very pleased to be here. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Walter 
N. Cook. Iam manager of the Vermont Electric Cooperative in John- 
son, Vt., and I am also State director of our National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association. Our Vermont cooperatives serve rural, do- 
mestic, and small commercial customers numbering approximately 10 
percent of Vermont’s total population, with service in over 100 of 
Vermont’s 246 towns and cities. 

We are particularly pleased with the excellent work that is being 
done by your committee and wish to commend the chairman and all 
members for their interest in determining how the people feel about 
the Hoover Commission, its task force and their reports. I attended 
practically all of the NENYIAE and Hoover Committee hearings 
which were held in the New England and New York States excepting 
Maine, and after listening to all the testimony, I sadly concluded that 
Johnny Q. Public had very little if any thing to say at these meetings. 
Instead, I found the principal witnesses to be the spokesmen of the 
private utilities interests, and those that were not tied in directly with 
the utilities were subservient to them in one way or another. 

I have this talk divided into 4 or 5 divisions and I wanted to take 
up flood control next. 

FLOOD CONTROL 


In preparing my statement for today, I reread the newspaper clip- 
pings which I had accumulated from these previous hearings, many of 
them were headlined by “New England Opposed to Waterway Devel- 
opment”—one said, “Spokesmen tell group they can meet area’s need 
themselves”—and so it was throughout all of the hearings where the 
private utilities group took partic ular pains to be heard, ‘and, in fact, 
dominated the hearings. In some cases, Johnny Q. Public, if he was 
there, was unable to testify because of lack of time. 

I want to commend this group for taking the time. It seems every 
witness has all the time to say tins he wants to si ay. 

Walter G. White, then acting chairman of the New Hampshire 
Water Resources, said at one of the heari ings: 

There is nothing to be accomplished by the Federal authority which can’t be 
done at least as well by an interstate compact. 

Mr. Botanp. Is this the same Walter G. White who had something 
to do with the Rivers and Harbors Congress for New England? 

Mr. Cook. Yes; he is the same fellow. 

Mr. BotanD. Was he supposed to testify here? 

Mr. Jones. He is scheduled to testify. 

Mr. Bouanp. I was not familiar with that quotation of his. It does 
not seem to square with some of the recommendations that association 
has made. 

Mr. Cook. I think recent developments in flood problems have prob- 
ably changed some of their thinking. 
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Mr. Botanp. Yes. It would seem to me he has been one of the 
most vocal for Federal participation. He has a set program, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. Coox. I think I can find the clipping. 

— Boxanp. That is all right. I think I have the clipping some- 
where. 

Mr. Coox. In fact, I have been very much surprised the way the 
witnesses have spoken here in view of the catastrophe downstream. 

Mr. Bortanp. It seemed to me in that statement he was sort of using 
Congress as a whipping boy for not having prepared a political 
program. 

Mr. Coox. It could very well be. 

A new England council spokesman emphasized the friendly co- 
operation among the utility companies, pointing out that they have 
worked in harmony to complete the full development of New Eng- 
land’s rivers. 

We, the people, have been told, and told, and told, since 1927, 
for 28 years, that our States working together with the utilities—who, 
of course, we assume, will get the benefits of any power which might 
be developed—and we, the people, have waited, and waited. Every 
time that the subject has been raised either by our National Govern- 
ment or due to the results of some disastrous flood, we have been told— 
and we have waited—and, sir, we are still waiting. 

Now we have the Hoover Committee report which follows the 
same “party line” which is the line of the private utilities; and we, 
the people, are told again that river control and development should be 
done by local interests and, Mr. Chairman, I believe if the Hoover 


Committee report and its recommendations are carried out that 28 


years from now New England will then still be crippled by devastating 
floods, and we will still be told, and we still will be waiting. 


REDUCE TAXES 


The private-utility spokesmen tell us they know best. They want to 
save us the tremendous taxes which we would have to pay for Federal 
multipurpose dams. These private utilities men who are so concerned 
about saving Johnny Q. Public’s taxes have received since 1951 tax 
amortization benefits which amount to over $3.2 billions, which 
is almost 50 percent more than the entire investment or loan 
by the Federal Government for all Federal power projects since 1904. 
This we are not told nor does-the average taxpayer understand that— 
I might say also, nor does the average businessman understand that— 
with these fast tax writeoffs that he is in fact footing the bill, yet 
deriving no benefits through lower electric rates, 

Mr. Jonrs. Does the cooperative enjoy tax amortization? 

Mr. Coox. No, sir. We do not. 

Mr. Jones. Do you pay back to the Federal Treasury all of the 
funds advanced to you? 

Mr. Coox. Yes, sir. We pay all that we have borrowed, and pay 
interest besides, Not only that, but we pay local taxes and any other 
expense any other utility pays, excepting the Federal income tax; and 
we would be glad to pay that if we made a large enough profit. 

Mr. Chairman, the total direct tax subsidies to private business 
firms—1951 through 1954—4 short years—amount to $22 billion. 
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Thus we see the private utility spokesmen who are so interested 
in saving the taxpayers’ money by condemning the Government and 
its multipurpose power dams which are, in fact, self- liquidating and re- 
turning a net revenue exceeding 4 percent on the capital invested— 
these same gentlemen have their hands in the taxpayers’ pockets 
to the tune of almost $10 to every $1 which has been spent for I’ederal 
power projects since 1904. These things we have not been told and 
in New England we can see no reduction in our power rates, which 
are the highest in the United States. 

The people look to their Government and to a committee like yours 
for protection from complete domination by giant corporations and 
monopolies. We have nowhere else to turn—c certainly no individual 
has the financial means to legally combat these corporations, nor do our 
State commissions have the staff or the funds to hold a checkrein on 
them. Now the Hoover Commission recommends the reins be taken 
off completely. 

We were not told that Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey ob- 
jected strenuously before a congressional committee this July to the 
fast amortization subsidies to big business. We were not told that he 
estimated the loss in taxes to the United States Treasury as $880 mil- 
lion this year alone. Why no press coverage? That was mentioned 
yesterday. 

These things we taxpayers want to know, but we are not told. We 
are told that these multipurpose projects are bad for us by these 
very same people that have their hand in taxpayers’ till to the tune 
of $10 to $1 for the money invested in all Federal power projects. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to make a great deal of difference who is 
getting the taxpayers’ money and where the benefits will go—good 

or corporate profits—bad for the public. 

Mr. Jones. The Hoover Commission is opposed to subsidies. You 
know that. 

Mr. Coox. I know that, but they are not very consistent to my 
way of thinking. 

Mr. Jones. The only objection they raise is to the subsidies paid to 
the people themselves. 

Mr. Coox. That is right. If they wiped out the tax amortization 
which is passed on to big business, then they would have a right for 
some of their other recommendations to carry them through ‘and be 
consistent, but I cannot see how they are consistent at all with the 
approach they have taken. 

Mr. Jones. I believe we hada quote yester day from astatement from 
one gentleman who testified quoting the president of a railroad stat- 
ing that the railroads are paying their own way. Do you know what 
percent of tax amortization the railroads are enjoying for replacement ? 

Mr. Coox. I am sorry, I do not know that figure. I imagine it 
must be tremendous. 

Mr. Jones. It is about 6,000 cars per month, Is it not something 
like that ? 

Mr. Coox. I do not know, but I investigated it when I was looking 
up the St. Lawrence figures, and I found at that time they had tax 
amortization certificates which exceeded the cost of the St. Lawrence 
project. 

Mr. Jonzs. It is sort of like the statement, we don’t like other people 
to enjoy sin, but we sure like it ourselves. 
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Mr. Coox. Well, it makes a difference. 
The next paragraph is on electric power monopoly. Ha nite 

We are not proponents of, nor do we advocate the socialization of 
the power industry, nor do we feel that we would fare any better 
under a complete government monopolistic system. We in New Eng- 
land and New York know that monopoly in the power business does 
not produce low electric rates. No other area in the United States 
has less competition in the electric business than the area this hear- 
ing represents—98 percent of the power produced in this area is made 
by the private utilities. To my knowledge, there is no federally 
developed power. We do have two developments which were paid 
for principally by Federal funds: (1) The Waterville Dam in Ver- 
mont, which is a multipurpose dam. The hydro generating station 
was installed by Green Mountain Power Co.; and (2) more recently 
the atomic energy generating plant at West Milton, N. Y., where 
the private utilities will be the recipient of the low-cost power. 

The average businessman does not understand that these utilities 
will never be satisfied with even a 98 percent monopoly in the power 
business. They will never rest until they have control of all electric 
power. I ask you, why are they so afraid of a little competition? 
Federal power, as such, is only 11 percent of the total power produced 
in the United States, including industrial plants. Think of it—11 
percent, and less than half of that amount finds its way into coopera- 
tive and municipal electric systems, which is an equivalent of 5 or 6 
percent. 

I would like to tell your committee, and especially the men of the 
press present, what Senator William Langer, that great Republican 
from North Dakota, wrote to me, and I quote: 


As you know, we had to conduct this inyestigation— 
his subcommittee investigated Monopoly in the Power Industry— 


As you know, we had to conduct this investigation without staff and without 
any special funds because the Power Trust was able to block an adequate inves- 
tigation. Consequently, this is only the beginning. The friends of the rural 
electrification program, those who are opposed to monopoly, corruption of 
democratic processes, and special privilege are still struggling to get a real 
investigation underway. 


Then further along in the same letter of January 31, 1955—this 
Senator, you understand, is a Republican—and again I quote: 


As the report indicates— 


and he is again referring to the committee report entitled “Monopoly 
in the Power Industry”— 


our investigation revealed a shocking conspiracy against competition in the 
power industry; it revealed the devious means by which monopoly utilities have 
learned to get around legislation regulating their activities at both the State 
and Federal levels; it revealed the clear pattern of assault upon TVA, the 
great Federal yardstick; it revealed the shocking, callous lack of good faith 


involved in the abrogation of contracts between the Department of Interior 
and the southwestern cooperatives— 


And so on. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely recommend this report to all of you, and 
more particularly, to the New England and New York press, and 
most of all to the businessmen of this area, who are skeptical of the 
multipurpose dams, and to all those who have been so cunningly mis- 
led by the private utility “power politics” and propaganda. Their 
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carefully planned propaganda and advertising campaign calculated 
to mislead and deceive the public throughout our entire Nation puts 
Samuel Insull’s “power politics” to shame and makes him a babe-in- 
arms by comparison. 

These things, Mr. Chairman, the people are not told. They have 
never learned of Senator Langer’ s startling report. ee sincerely be- 
lieve the people of this area look to your committe are depend- 
ing on your committee—to help overcome the growing monopoly 
merger movement in the power industry which the Hoover Commis- 
sion recommendations, if followed out, could only strengthen. 


HIGH-COST ELECTRICITY 


Mr. Chairman, I am sure that you and your committee realize that 
New England and New York suffer from the highest electric rates 
in our Nation today. We also suffer from the largest private power 
monopoly in the United States, and we have no Federal power yard- 
stick within hundreds of miles. This is not a coincidence. The first, 
highest rates, is a result of the last two, monopoly and lack of a yard. 
stick. Our nearest yardstick is in New Brunswick and Ontario, 
Canada. 

Our good neighbors in Ontario and New Brunswick do not feel any 
different, nor do they act any different than we do. But there is a big 
difference there. They have Provincial or public power and they 
have a coordinated and unified river control program and an ultimate 
river development approach. There is a big difference in electric rates 
too. Let me tell you about Ottawa. In Ottawa they are using three 
times as much power per family for one-quarter w hat it would cost 
in Rutland, Vt. The average family i in Ottawa uses 504 kilowatt-hours 
per month at a cost of $4.03; in Rutland they use 160 kilowatt-hours 
per month at a cost of $6.80. These same 504 kilowatt-hours in Rxt- 
land would cost $16.05—« s imes re than the Ottawa price. 

Now we have been told—the private utilities have told us that 
public power does not pay taxes and that is why the private utility 
rates are higher. Let me prove to you how false their propaganda 
really is—by getting back to Ottawa. If you doubled their rate for 
electricity, 1. e. ($4.03 to $8.06), and allocated this additional cost 
of one-half or 50 percent of the gross revenue to taxes, their rate 
would still be only $8.06—about one-half the electric rate, $16.05— 
for those same 504 kilowatt-hours of power in Rutland, Vt. Now 
add to this the fact that the average private utility pays only 21 
percent tax on gross revenue—not 50 percent—and you see exactly 
what I mean. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like a yardstick right here in New Eng- 
land, which can be accomplished by the construction of multipurpose 
dams with flood control, navigation, and power, and a step-by-step 
full river development program. Such a program would give the 
entire economy of our area a shot in the arm and reduce both flood 
damage and electric rates at the same time. 

The private power companies in New England and New York do 
not like the Federal multipurpose dams and condemn subsidies. Why 
is it, when the results benefit the peo le, it becomes bad and the nasty 
scare word “socialism” is raised 4 e it any less socialistic when we 
a the private power business—as I said earlier—to the tune 
of $3.2 billion and the people derive no electric rate benefits ? 
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Mr. Jones. Do you understand that the Federal Power Commis- 
sion does not pass on to the customers, in the ratemaking, the benefits 
that the utilities obtain from this tax amortization in establishing 
the rate for the sale of power? 

Mr. Cook. Yes, sir. I understand it and I feel it is a disgraceful 
and shameful practice. 

Why are Federal subsidies only goed and fine for big business and 
the private utilities and the very same Federal funds become “social- 
istic” when our Government wants to help the people with multi- 
purpose dam construction to prevent staggering laabe by floods, to 
both property and life, and at the same time are designed to generate 
low-cost power ? 

We have seen and heard of the great benefits of these multipurpose 
projects in other areas of our country, giving to the people both flood 
control, full river development, and low-cost electric power. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am convinced that 
if the Hoover Commission report and its recommendations are carried 
out that the huge monopoly in the utility business in New England 
and New York will grow stronger and stronger and we, the people, 
will never get relief from the highest electric rates in the 48 States, 


PREFERENCE REQUIREMENTS 


When the present administration took over in 1952, no one seriously 
questioned or doubted the generation-old public power and preference 
bipartisan policy of Congress first established by the Reclamation 
Act of 1906. The purpose was to give the people first preference and 
the full benefit of public expenditures. 

Now this great record has been repudiated and the preference policy 
changed. We now have a “partnership” policy and the Hoover Com- 
mittee recommendations No. 11 and No. 15 (6) taken together would 
completely eliminate the preference to public and cooperative electric 
systems which has been a fundamental principle of Federal power 
marketing policy since 1906. We have very definite proof by Attorney 
General Brownell’s most recent. findings on the canine clause that 
both present Administration officials and the Hoover Committee recom- 
mendations are in direct violation of the established power marketing 
policies and the laws as enacted by our Congress. 


CONCLUSIONS 


Mr. Chairman, the recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
based on the misleading report of its utilities-dominated Task Force 
on Water Resources and Power would forever block the undertaking 
of a constructive Federal flood-control and hydroelectric power pro- 
gram in New England and New York—specifically as follows: 

Recommendation No. 9 would mistakenly place the electric rates on 
Federal projects under Federal Power Commission regulation, which 
was set up to represent the people and to regulate private monopoly. 
It would direct the Commission to adopt standards which would result 
in artificially high charges for multipurpose development. 

Recommendaion No. 10 would prevent the Federal Government 
from building steam plants which the public power areas must have 
in order to expand or even keep pace with the power requirements of 
the region. 
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Recommendations Nos. 11 and 15 (6), as previously mentioned, are 
considered by Attorney General Brownell in violation of existing 
laws. 

Recommendations Nos. 12 and 13 would in effect wreck the yardstick 
principle and would fame ‘the right of the people to use their own 
credit to obtain low-cost power from their river basin resources. 

Recommendation No. 15 would in effect turn over the power portion 
of the federally constructed multipurpose dam to the private monopoly 
utilities. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


Mr. Chairman, we must have— 

(1) A sound Federal multipurpose approach for flood con- 
trol and full development of the rivers of this region which 
would be progressively developed from projects selec ted from the 
Federal Power Commission report of January 1, 1953, on hydro- 
electric resources of the United States; 

(2) The multipurpose dams and the economies resulting there- 
from; 

(3) A yardstick; and 

(4) The preference clause with power marketed under the 
policy established by section 5 of the Federal Flood Control Act. 

The Hoover Commission recommendations, if followed out, could 
only strengthen the growing monopoly merger movement in the 
power industry and would -deal the death blow to competition by 
public power, which even under the most favorable conditions reaches 
only 17 percent of the total ultimate consumers in the United States. 

We have presented our position mainly in terms of the interest of 
the farmers and other rural consumers but our interests are the same 
as the people in New England as a whole, and there is a natural com- 
munity of interest between farmers, small-business men, wage earners, 
commerce and industry. Low-cost electricity is the greatest stimu- 
lant to business and industrial development and the consequent em- 
ployment in our region. Our people want full employment at high 
wages with rising standards of living because it is these things that 
provide the market for our dairy and other farm products. 

We urge that this committee recommend that our Congress take 
whatever action may be necessary to prevent the approv val of the 
Hoover Committee recommendations either through the enactment 
of law or through administrative interpretation by the executive 
branch of the Government. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Cook. Your statement was 
quite comprehensive. 

Any questions, Mr. Boland? 

Mr. Botanp. I have none. 

Mr. Coox. Could I take about another minute? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coox. Mr. Sahlman spoke about what Mr. Shutler said earlier 
today. Mr. Shutler pointed out no power development was contem- 
plated at the sites presently under immediate consideration in Ver- 
mont. We feel this is only because of the influence of the private 
utilities. They are fighting by every means within their control to 
keep a high-cost power area and to eliminate any possibility of effec- 
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tive competition, small as it might be, by the cooperatives and the Ss 
municipalities in Vermont, assuming that we still have a preference 
to the power developed at Federal “multipurpose projects. 
Mr. Chairman, the municipals and cooperatives in New England 
are small. Electricity cannot be produced at the lowest possible cost 
by small-generating plants. This means we are primarily depe ndent 
on the private utilities for our wholesale power, which right now is y 
80 percent above the national level and over four times the cost to ts 
co-ops in Washington. u 
To emphasize how important this difference is to the operation of 
— small cooperative, serving only 2,500 members, we could save oO 
$50,000 a year based on the average cost of power, or 20 percent of our 
gTOSS revenue. When compared to Washington costs, we could save 
$95,000 a year. Believe me, that is a lot of money to a small coop- P 
erative. 
We desperately need some source of low-cost power so that our 
retail rates can be dropped, thus producing at least to a slight degree 
some competitive influence in the monopoly- -power business. We feel t] 
that multipurpose dams should be built as well as flood-control reser- 
VoIrs. 
Mr. JongEs. Again thank you, Mr. Cook. if 
Our next witness is Mayor Daniel M. Brunton. Mayor Brunton. p 
STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL M. BRUNTON, MAYOR, + 
SPRINGFIELD, MASS. ec 
Mayor Brunron. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Boland, members te 
of the committee, and friends—— | 
Mr. Jones. Will you come around, Mayor? You are such a good- F 
looking fellow, we want to show you off. é 
Mayor Bru wton. W e want to thank you for coming to our fine city te 
of Springfield and giving the people of these great New England t} 
States an opportunity to be heard. Naturally, we in Springfield are t] 
vitally interested in giving protec tion to our people, and we are vitally di 
interested in purchasing power at lower rates. 
Again we are opposed to someone or something taking away from ‘ 
us the things we have earned over a period of years, so again let me 7 
say we are very grateful to you. y 
W 
Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mayor. te 


I want to say for myself and the other members of the committee ot 
that we want to tell you how graciously we have been treated since 
we have been in Springfield. “T can understand why you have the 


reputation of being so hospitable. I hope that we have occasion ce 
to visit you some time after the flood menace has been thwarted. in 
Thank you. “ 
Mayor Brunton. Thank you very much. h: 
Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Louis Horton, manager of the Kingman Electric th 
Co-op, Inc., Kingman, Maine; also director of the National Rural an 


Electric Cooperative Association. pe 
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STATEMENT OF LOUIS HORTON, MANAGER, KINGMAN ELECTRIC 
CO-OP., INC., AND DIRECTOR, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Horron. My name is Louis Horton, of Kingman, Maine. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Horton, will you talk loud enough for us to hear 
you? You have come a long way and your testimony will be impor- 
tant, so if you want us to have the benefit of your testimony, talk 
up. We older people up here have difficulty in hearing you. 

Mr. Horron. My name is Louis Horton. I am also State director 
of the NRECA. 

Mr. Jones. Tell us where Kingman is. 

Mr. Horton. In the northern part of Maine, just below the large 
potato country. 

Mr. Jones. The large what? 

Mr. Horton. Potatoes, in Aroostook County. 

Mr. Jones. I have heard plenty about that country, I’ll tell you 
that. 

Mr. Botanp. Not recently, though. 

Mr. Horron. New England has important water resources which, 
if developed for flood control, river regulation, and hydroelectric 
power, could greatly benefit the region. 

For about 20 years the comprehensive development of New England 
rivers has been held up by the political influence of the private power 
companies. 

The Hoover Commission recommendations, if adopted, would ex- 
tend and put into effect on a national scale the private power company 
policy which has for 20 years prevented New England from enjoying 
the advantages of Federal multipurpose river-basin programs. 

Recent floods have suddenly awakened the people of New England 
to the fact that they have only themselves to blame for the fact that 
there was a lack of adequate protection against major floods, such as 
those which struck the region in 1927, 1936, and 1938, causing hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars of damages. 

But the private power companies are again using their political 
influence to divert the resulting popular reaction to demand for an 
inadequate single-purpose series of flood-control dams instead of a 
well-rounded, sound, multiple-purpose program which would not only 
temporarily arrest floods, but also store floodwaters for later use for 
stream-flow regulation and hydroelectric power. 

As a result, men like Walter White of New Hampshire, chairman 
of the four-State Connecticut River Commission, set up under the 
interstate compact to restrain the Federal Government in its develop- 
ment of that river basin, have taken the lead in calling for appropria- 
tions for a Federal flood-control program, blaming Congress for not 
having already provided such a program. The projects written into 
the compact as approved by the States are all single-purpose flood- 
control projects, providing no conservation storage or hydroelectric 

ower. 

If the public falls for this kind of leadership, the people of New 
England will get less than adequate flood control and no release from 
the burdens and restrictions of electric rates which are among the 
highest in the United States. This is shown by the report of the 
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New England-New York Inter-Agency Committee, set up in 1950 at 


the direction of President Truman, but later warped into following o 
the private power company line after 1952. This report has substi- } 
tuted a sort of dual single-purpose setup for a true multiple-purpose a 
program, finding a single-purpose flood-control program profitable, ~ 
but the projects for conservation storage and hydroelectric power F 


economically unjustifiable. As a combined storage, exceeding that os 
shown for flood control only, is needed for adequate protection, the 


divorce may have fatal consequences. a 

Rural electric cooperatives in the region are forced to pay for their te 
wholesale power supply among the highest rates paid by cooperatives a 
in any of the States of the Union. These high rates are alleged to es 
be required by high costs, which analysis suggests are largely due to pe 
unprogre: sive management of the region’s power companies. 

In Maine, rural electric cooper atives are paying about 16 mills for 2 
their wholesale power supply, as compared with 7 mills or less in the po 
States of South Carolina, Tennessee, Georgia, Alabama, Louisiana, ia 
Arkansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Wash- 
ington, where the influence of Federal multiple-purpose river-basin he 
programs, including Federal development of hydroelectric power, ; 
has been effective. 

High power supply costs seriously reduce the ability of rural elec- 
tric cooperatives to maintain rates which will enable their member he 


farms and other rural consumers to purchase the larger quantities of 
electricity which modern home and farm uses require. This reduces S 
the desirable contribution of electric power to the convenience of the 
rural home and the prosperity of the farm operation. 

Vermont rural electric cooperatives hope to obtain lower power 
supply costs as a result of the allotment to the States of 100,000 kilo- 
watts of St. Lawrence project power. But the long-range assurance He 
of low-cost power supply to meet the expanding needs may well prove 
to depend on the development of the hydroelectric resources of New 
England’s rivers as a part of Federal multipurpose programs, with 


the power facilities operated as part of an interconnected system - 

including the Passamaquoddy, St. Lawrence, and Niagara power 

projects. - 
The Federal Power Commission report on January 1, 1953, on Pr 

hydroelectric resources of the United States lists individual undevel- we 


oped hydroelectric power sites, including sites which could be redevel- 
oped, which could contribute the following additions to the generating Fe 
‘apacity in New England States: 


Maine, 1,604,500 kilowatts, with an average annual output of Tr 
5,644,000,000 kilowatt-hours: sia 
New Hampshire, 687,200 kilowatts, with 1,654,000,000 kilo- of 
watt-hours of annual output; bas 
Vermont, 533,600 kilowatts, with 1,304,500,000 kilowatt-hours | 

of annual output; 
Massachusetts, 286,000 kilowatts with 768,000,000 kilowatt- a 
hours of annual output ; and pore 
Connecticut, 121,300 kilowatts, with 493,500,000 kilowatt-hours is « 
annual output. 
The regional total is 3,232,000 kilowatts, and 9,864,000,000 kilowatt- of 
hours annual output. Of this total, projects are under construction by ot 


private power companies with capacity totaling about 180,000 kilo- 
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watts in Maine, 140,000 kilowatts in New Hampshire, and 6,000 kilo- 
yatts in Vermont. 

A Federal multiple-purpose program for the region which would 
progressively develop projects selected from this list, with the power 
marketed under the policy established by section 5 of the Federal 
Flood Control Act, with a preference to public and cooperative elec- 
tric agencies, would provide the competitive influence on private power 
monopoly in New England which would bring its high electric rates 
down to the low levels which modern technology in the electric indus- 
try should make possible. This would also provide a sound approach 
to flood control, which could be supplemented by single-purpose flood- 
control projects and local channel and flood protection works where 
conditions dictated. 

The recommendations of the Hoover Commission, based on the 
misleading report of its utility-dominated Task Force on Water Re- 
sources and Power, would forever block the undertaking of such a 
constructive Federal flood-control and hydroelectric program. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Horton. We are glad to 
have had you. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Botanp. No. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be Dr. James R. Nelson of Am- 
herst College. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES R. NELSON, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS, 
AMHERST COLLEGE, AMHERST, MASS. 


Dr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, I teach economics at Amherst College. 

I am n going to start out by having something good to say for the 
Hoover Commission report—a whole paragraph, in fact. 

Mr. Jones. All right. 

Dr. Netson. The recent Report on Water Resources and Power of 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government seems to have two outstanding merits: 

(1) Both the Commission’s report, and the task force reports accom- 
panying it, show a healthy skepticism with respect to indirect benefits 
obtainable from Federal expenditure on development of national 
water resources. 

(2) The Commission studies rightly emphasize the dangers of large 
Federal expenditures for nonreimbursable benefits of purely local 
value. 

It would appear, however, that neither the majority report, nor 
most of the task force reports, can be used to frame any very clear idea 
of what the economic function of any government, Federal, State, or 
local, really is. This tendency is evident from the following passages : 

Recommendation No. 1 (f): 

That before Congress authorizes or appropriates funds for Federal participa- 
tion in any water-resource project, it should have substantial evidence that the 
project is economically justified and financially feasible, and that such project 
is essential to national interest. 


“Economically justified.” in turn, is defined in recommendation 5 
of the Task Force on Water Resources and Power in terms of projects 
which- - 
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(a) Will result in the production of goods and services needed by the Nation 
as a whole; 

(Db) Constitute the best alternative for providing those goods and services ; 

(c) Will result in a net increase in the wealth of the Nation as a whole. 

This general rule is spelled out in principle 5 for determining eco- 
nomic justification as follows: 

In general, in times of high prices, high employment, inflation, and similar a 
conditions, only projects in which the benefit-cost ratio well exceeds unity, prob- 
ably at least as high at [sic] 1.25 to 1, should be considered economically 
justified * * *. 

It is conceded that, “for a project of outstanding intangible benefit,” 
a ratio of at least 1.1 to 1 may be accepted. 

With further reference to benefits, they are defined with respect to 
power under principle 3 as follows: 


* * * nor should the benefit exceed the proceeds expected to be received from 
the sale of power. : 


oO of tr 


Finally, costs for vendible services are defined under principle 2 to 
include all the customary items, plus: e 


* * * State and local taxes to the extent that they would be incurred by such 9 
a nongovernmental producer for a fair return on the investment in producing li 
an equivalent product or service by the most economical means available. h 

The Task Group on Power Generation and Distribution points out F 
elsewhere (Task Force Report, vol. II, p. 290) that in the 10 years 0 
ended 1952 the average rate of return allowed by commissions and n 
courts in all cases involving (private) electric utilities was 5.67 c 
percent. 

Thus we are told that “economically justified” for a Federal power r 
project means an annual rate of return on investment after payment v 


of all costs, including interest, of 25 percent, or 10 percent at the very 
least, whereas the average -ate allowed private utilities before pay- S 
ment of interest has been 5.67 percent. ‘Thus Federal projects should 2 
not be undertaken unless they yield an excess profit after interest r 
payments of four times, or at fesat double, the return allowed private C 
utilities before interest payments. a 
This appears to reflect the general approach of the Commission, 0 
which specified in recommendation No. 1 (f) that a project must not Is 
only be economically justified (10-25 percent return, collected from oO 
users for vendible commodities) and financially feasible—which is p 
certainly redundant for a return of 10-25 percent—but also essential cl 
to the national interest. Pp 


The usual assumption is that any product which can be sold to yield £ 
a 10-25 percent annual return must in some w ay by itself be essential f 
to the national interest. P 
The product of Federal Government activities, however, must not n 
only yield such a profit but prove its essentiality to the national inter- 
est in some unspecified way in addition. te 
Mr. Jones. Do you have any idea what they meant by national P 
interest ? al 
Dr. Netson. I looked through the whole thing and could not find Pp 
it. There was no clear definition, and on a thing like flood control tl 
you would have to assume everybody in the country lived on one G 
stream, on the river bottom, because then in that case it would benefit Ww 
every single individual. That is the idea, it seems. You have to f 


have a service which everybody uses, or benefits from. 
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I was trying to think of such a service today. The only thing I 
could think of offhand was salt, which was not directly in question 
in the Commission’s report. I could not think of any others. So if 
there happens to be any salt farm in the country, perhaps that might 
be a case in point. 

The following comments are presented as considerations bearing on 
a more constructive approach of water policy. 


1. POWER POLICY 


The biggest change in the relative cost structures of public and 
private power enterprises since prewar is usually said to be the great 
increase in the rate of the corporate income tax to its present level of 
52 percent. Public projects do not pay this tax. It is alleged that 
this constitutes undue prejudice against private ownership. This 
contention should be viewed in the light of the following: 

(a) Existing Federal power enterprises are overwhelmingly hydro- 
electric. Assuming for the moment that income tax payments are 
on a parity with other costs, this means that hydro development 
is discriminated against as compared with thermal power because 
hydro involves a higher capital investment per unit of annual out- 
put, hence a higher ratio of capital to total costs, hence a higher ratio 
of income taxes to total costs. A wide range of hydro projects could 
not return a normal yield after full payment of income taxes, but 
could return such a yield after partial payment of income taxes. 

(5) If income taxes are a cost, they are unusual in one important 
respect: they increase as prices and net profits rise. This is not the 
way other costs behave. 

(c) As the task force report points out in various places, the United 
States entered World War IT with a wide margin of excess electrical 
generating capacity. This disappeared during the war, and has not 
reappeared since. Private utilities cannot be expected to create ex- 
cess capacity, nor can their customers be expected to pay for it. In 
an industry with rapidly expanding demand, there seems little danger 
of long-run loss from building ahead of demand unless atomic power 
is much nearer than most experts seem to think. Electric power is one 
of the most versatile sinews of war. Hydroelectric power has the 
peculiar strategic disadvantage that it takes a very long time to 
create, and the peculiar advantage that, once created, very little man- 
power or equipment is needed to maintain the flow during an emer- 
gency when manpower and equipment are scarce. The profit criterion 
for power development must be modified by the fact that peacetime 
profit is no substitute for reasonably adequate power when it is really 
needed. 

(d) Practically all the task force reports, as well as most other at- 
tempts to glimpse the future, appear to asume endless national pros- 
perity. Let us hope that we have entered a new era. If so, we have 
already been in it for almost 15 years, which is the longest consecutive 
period of low unemployment and active demand for capital goods in 
the history of the United States. Any responsible forecasting of 
Government expenditure in the important capital investment area of 
water resources, however, should at least pay some attention to the 
following: 

(i) Another depression is still a possibility, however remote. 
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(11) If it should occur, pressure on the Federal Government 
to do something will be strong. In depressed conditions, neither 
private nor State nor local budgets can stand much additional 
strain. 

(i111) With present high Federal tax levels, a cut in taxes would 
immediately place incomes in the hands of consumers and business- 
men and tend to stabilize the economy. The trouble with very 
extensive tax cuts, however, is that they may be very hard to can- 
cel if inflationary dangers appear. 

(iv) Depressions have a particularly serious effect on just those 
industries whose products are most in demand for large Federal 
projects. 

(v) The Federal Government cannot spend money on projects 
throughout the economy which can be economically ‘sel f- support- 
ing once prosperity returns without competing with private en- 
terprise at numberless points. 

(vi) Leaf-raking projects may be good for the morale of the 
unemployed, but they add nothing to ‘the national wealth. 

(vil) Federal multipurpose- water-use projects may provide the 
best possible compromise, under these conditions, between the 
rather different objectives of restoring national prosperity, in- 
creasing national wealth by as much as possible in the process, and 
not interfering unduly with private enterprise. 


2. FLOOD-CONTROL POLICY 


This involves the unemployment point and to some degree the stra- 
tegic point already mentioned—note the difficulties which would have 
arisen if the recent New England road and railroad disasters had oc- 
curred during a period of emergency. 

In addition, flood control creates no problem of interfering with 
private enterprise. It does create a very serious problem of appro- 
priate allocation of costs as between immediate local beneficiaries and 
larger governmental units, especially since some property damage 
from floods will inevitably be the result of ill-advised location in the 
absence of appropriate zoning regulations. 

As the recent catastrophes in southern New England indicate, the 
need for flood control only becomes really apparent after much of the 
damage it could have prevented has already been done. This has a 
very direct bearing on the allocation of costs: Communities and whole 
regions are already under the double strain of private and public re- 
plac ement of destroyed property and would, if assessed the full cost 
of flood-control works, have to bear a further heavy financial burden. 
This is a desperate local predicament which cannot be solved by tell- 
ing New Englanders that: 

It has been demonstrated that flood damages can be greatly reduced by pro- 
viding a flood-warning service (Task Force Report, vol. I, p. 142). 

It also cannot be solved by the constant repetition, throughout the 
Commission findings and the task force report, that Federal aid should 
be given only in cases of vaguely defined national interest or national 
benefit or value. By the criterion of national benefit, no Federal ex- 
penditures on flood control could ever be justified, since different river 
systems drain different areas, and some of the population lives on 
high ground. 
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Finally, a word on the “efficiency” aspects of the Commission rec- 
ommendations. These contain two themes which are completely in- 
compatible with efficiency: (1) An insistence that Federal projects 
return their receipts to the Treasury and cover costs through con- 
gressional appropriations. This is an unbusinesslike proposal. (; 2) 
A proper insistence on the present unnecessary division of responsi- 
bility for water-resource development among various Federal entities, 
combined with an inconsistent tendency to ‘recommend the establish- 
ment of all kinds of mixed and ad hoc bodies representing various 
Government levels and even Government bodies and private corpora- 
tions or individuals, for all kinds of vaguely defined purposes. The 
report does suggest development by drainage areas, which gives an 
inkling of a possible organizational pattern. But the proposed solu- 
tion for too many cooks a appears to be still more cooks, each responsible 
to a different employer. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very men, Doctor. 

I would like to go back to page 2, in the last paragraph on the page, 
of your statement. in which you estimate that projects economic ally 
justified would make a return of 25 percent or 10 percent, at the least, 
as being the type of project which the Federal Government should 
sponsor. 

Dr. Netson. Yes. That is the Commission’s estimate and not mine. 

Mr. Jones. And you have taken that from the Commission’s report ? 

Dr. Netson. I will give you the exact reference here. It is the Task 
Force Report on W ater Resources and Power, volume I, page 110. 
I will read the relevant paragraphs. 

Mr. Jones. Volume I? 

Dr. Netson. Volume I, page 110. It is at the end of the section 
entitled “Principles To Be Applied in Determining Economic Jus- 
tification of Water Resources and Power Projects and Programs. 

I hate to be unduly professional about this, but no economist had 
any hand in preparing these economic criteria. 

Mr. Jones. On page 4 of your statement, subparagraph b, would 
you like to elaborate on your statement contained in that section ? 

Dr. Netson. Well, I played around with that on the way down in 
terms of this 25 parcent figure we were just talking about. If you 
added 52 percent to 2 5 pere ent it would mean a Federal project would 
have to show not just 25 percent but over 50 percent. In other words, 
not just a net profit of 25 percent but presumably a 52 percent income 
tax on top of the net profit. 

Mr. Jones. That is in the sale of properties belonging to the Federal 
Government. 

Dr. Netson. Yes. This is still talking about the Government. 

Mr. Jones. Let me ask you this: Suppose today or tomorrow West- 
over Field was declared surplus to the needs of the armed service, 
and suppose that the installations sell for 25 percent more than the 
Federal investment. Do you think that the sale of that property, 
even though it is for an amount in excess of the cost, means that there 
should be some imposition of the Federal income tax in some way 
or other ? 

Dr. Netson. In that case it might be a capital gains tax. It would 
obviously be an absurd proposition. For one thing, in that kind of 
a proposition it is simply transferring it from one pocket to the 
other, and I do not see what it accomplishes. 
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Mr. Jones. Let us take a project like the McNary Dam, or even 
one built back in the thirties. That dam increased in value two and 
one-half times over the original cost. Nowhere in the report of the 
Hoover Commission Task Force, nor in the Commission’s report, does 
it point to what great national assets they are, and what great value 
there is in the increased value of the ownership of that property. 

Dr. Nrtson. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Why do you think the Commission overlooked bring- 
ing that out ? 

Dr. Nexson. Frankly, I think this whole section could have been 
written much more simply all in one sentence: “We do not believe 
in Federal power.” Then they ran into a difficulty that that would 
have required as a first recommendation the sale of the Hoover Dam, 
which would not have sounded very good. 

Mr. Jones. You know, we changed the name of that dam to Hoover 
Dam. 

Dr. Netson. And I think that would have made it sound even worse, 
because of the battle involved in changing the name to Hoover. I 
notice they were extremely gingerly about their handling of the 
Hoover Dam in here. As it turned out, that was the only dam set 
up on proper lines and set up largely on a proper basis. It may 
have been coincidental. 

Mr. Jones. Coincidental or accidental ? 

Dr. Netson. There was always that possibility. 

Mr. Botanp. On page 5, Dr. Nelson, on the subheading “Flood 
control policy,” you say: 


These involve the unemployment point * * *. 
Dr. Netson. Yes. That should read: 
This involves the unemployment point * * *. 


Mr. Botanp. Yes. In what way would it do that? 

Dr. Netson. Again it is a matter of what could have been done 
to avoid these things during the thirties and was not done. Granted, 
it is crying over spilled water. 

Mr. Botanp. We should not wait until a depression to start these? 

Dr. Netson. No. There is a scale of urgency on these things. As 
we have seen lately, there are extremely urgent projects and you 
cannot wait for a depression on them. There are some projects 
where they may be marginal, but it is certainly better than letting 
people sit around doing nothing. 

Mr. Botanp. What is your attitude on flood insurance? You did 
not discuss it here. 

Dr. Netson. I have not studied it carefully and therefore would 
hate to give an opinion. However, I do think the principle of flood 
insurance would tend to meet one problem, which is the problem 
of people living in areas eee subject to floods. In other words, 
if presumably the rates were regulated to some degree on location 


Mr. Botanp. It would almost take care of your zoning problem. 

Dr. Netson. Yes. To a considerable degree it would, and it would 
take care of two problems at once, because your zoning cannot be 
perfect, as we have seen lately. In other words, all sorts of areas 
which were not considered dangerous went down the river, and flood 
insurance would give protection for that. 
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Mr. Bortanp. In your opinion would the adoption of the Hoover 
Commission recommendation in respect to flood control provide an 
adequate flood-control program for New England? 

Dr. Netson. It is hard for me to figure out what the recommenda- 
tions are and therefore the answer is obvious that it would not. 
There is something in here about 50 percent benefits, which it is hard 
to believe. 

Mr. Botanp. You have read the task force report ? 

Dr. Netson. Yes. 

Mr. Bouanp. In conjunction with the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission would you say there seems to be an attempt on 
the part of the Commission and the task force to get the Federal 
Government a little further away from flood-control appropriations? 

Dr. Nexson. I think that is a very mild statement of what is 
proposed. 

Mr. Botanp. I think you have given this committee a very excellent 
statement and one that should be considered by those who are respon- 
sible for an adequate flood-control program in New England. That 
includes those who have been injured by the floods and the chambers 
of commerce who seem to think that perhaps the Federal Govern- 
ment should not move in on flood control. 

I congratulate you for the statement you have presented to this 
committee. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. I want to echo the sentiments of Mr. Boland. Thank 
you very much, Doctor. 

Mr. Walter G. White, chairman of the New Hampshire Water Re- 
sources Board, representing Governor Dwinell, of New Hampshire. 
How are you, Mr. White ? 


STATEMENT OF WALTER G. WHITE, CHAIRMAN, NEW HAMP- 
SHIRE WATER RESOURCES BOARD, REPRESENTING GOVERNOR 
DWINELL OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Wurre. Pretty good, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You know, in every court you are entitled to counsel. 
Since your name has been used, Mr. White, if you want to select coun- 
sel, you go right ahead. 

Mr. Wurre. I appreciate that. I think I will get fair treatment 
in this court. 

Mr. Jones. Will you be seated, please, sir ? 

Mr. Wurre. I might. I have been seated for 2 days. Perhaps I 
would like to stand a little bit. 

Mr. Jones. You are welcome to stand. 

Mr. Wuire. I do not want to give you any false impression. I 
have been sitting in the jury box, but not as the judge or the jury. 
My hearing is a little impaired and the acoustics of this hall are 
not too good, so I wanted to be sure that I could hear everything that 
was said. , 

I am here at the request of my Governor, Governor Dwinell, of New 
Hampshire. The request came rather late and I had other commit- 
ments that had to be discharged. I had no opportunity to prepare 
a statement that he could view and agree in, so probably what I say 
here today will have to be construed more or less as my opinion as 
to what I believe the State of New Hampshire desires. | 
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However, I am authorized by the Governor to say that he is in 
general agreement with the Hoover report as he understands it. 

There was a remark made here yesterday, which I do not wish 
to go unchallenged on the record. I am sorry that the gentleman 
is not here today. I believe sincerely that he probably did not intend 
it the way that it sounded to me, but I would like to correct the record 
by saying that even though the Androscoggin River stinks to him, it 
is perfume to the people who earn their living in my city of Burling- 
ton, N. H. If it were as bad as he said it was we would be in con- 
tempt of the court of Maine, because there is a court order that 
stipulates the tonnage of waste that may be discharged into that 
stream, according to the conditions of the stream and the seasons, as 
to flow and as to temperatures. 

The Brown Co., which is the paper mill which was referred to, 
has gone to considerable expense to observe that court order and be 
a good neighbor to our people in Maine, by building a lagoon to store 
this liquor in that comes sa their plant, and to release it during 
the periods of high flow and low temperatures. It is costly because 
it is a difficult thing to store, and they have had a great deal of diffi- 
culty in maintaining their lagoon. 

In addition to that, they have made a sincere effort to solve their 
problem by processing this waste. They have spent considerable sums 
of money in pilot plants and in attempting to do that. So I thought 
it was a little unfortunate to have such a statement go into the record 
of this hearing, Mr. Chairman. 

I put in 4 years representing the Governor of New Hampshire on 
the New England-New York Inter-Agency report, commonly referred 
to as the NENYIAC. Some of my associates have appeared here 
hefore you. Some have oflicial connections with this committee. I 
am surprised, as I sit here, but I don’t suppose I ought to be, because 
I guess that reports are made not to be read rather than to be read. 
I presume in your experience in these hearings you are finding the same 
thing, because I have heard things attributed to the NENYIAC 
reports that I am sure do not exist. 

It has been brought out here publicly— 

Mr. Jones. Mr. White, since you are answering those questions, 
last night, after I went back to the hotel, I got a copy of the Daily 
News of Springfield, and I noticed an article by Drew Pearson in the 
Washington Merry-Go-Round, which had this statement: 

However, their plan was stymied. One man who helped stymie it was Gov. 
Sherman Adams of New Hampshire, now in the White House. His representa- 
tive on the committee, Walter White, was determined and vehement. 

“This Nation,” said White on November 15, 1951, “is following the irresistible 
promises of a lunacy doctrine. We are finding ourselves being seduced into 
socialism.” 

Did you read that article? 

Mr. Wriire. No, I did not read that article. 

Mr. Jones. That portion of it is underscored. 

Mr. Wuirr. I was apprised at lunch that such an article did appear. 
I guess probably maybe I am the victim of a ricochet shot. I did 
not realize until I heard myself quoted here today, and my name used, 
how maybe infamous I have become. I can assure you, however, Mr. 
Chairman, that T have taken a great deal of interest in the resources 
of this region. T have attempted to discharge my duties on any com- 
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mittee or organization that I have been associated with with what I 
believe to be the interests and the best interests of the people that I 
represent. 

The NENYIAC studies started out, which I believe was a very 
good idea, and before anybody got preconceived notions public hear- 
ings were held. They were held in this city and held in every city 
in ‘the New England States, and in New York State in several different 
places. 

Mr. Jones. When was the organization formed / 

Mr. Wuire. It was formed about 1950, I would say. President 
Truman set it up by a Presidential directive as a Federal interagency 
committee for studying the resources of these Northeastern States. 

Out of that beginning an executive council was created, which I 
thought was rather a generous gesture by the Federal members, giving 
the States an equal voice and vote in all matters. This executive 
council determined matters of policy which would go into the final 
report. So the reports as you see them, without an absolute commit- 
ment of any specific individual, in general met the approval of the 
entire executive council, which had a membership of 7 Federal repre- 
sentatives—and it so happens that there were 7 States. 

The question of power was rather a contentious thing, as it has 
been here today. We felt under the directive that we had, we had no 
business in determining whether or not there should be public power 
However, we did feel that we had a responsibility of studying and 
reporting on every power site that potentially could be developed 
without public funds. That was the yardstick that was used. 

It was simply this: If by public financing a project could be built 
which had $1 of benefits for $1 of cost, it should be in the report. Since 
there was no public power in these States at the time that this report 
was being written—since then the New York Power Authority has 
come into the St. Lawrence, but that was excluded from the report— 
since there was no public power in the area we wrote it 

Mr. Jones. Are you talking about public power distribution sys- 
tems or an organization for the generation and sale? 

Mr. Wuire. Maybe I am using the term a little loosely, but in gen- 
eral no public power like TVA or some such system as that. 

Mr. Jones. You have laws under which the Department of the 
Interior is the marketing agency for the sale of power generated at 
federally constructed projects, do you not? 

Mr. Wuire. I am not aware whether that isso or not. I would not 
dispute it if you say itisso. I have no definite knowledge of it. 

Mr. Jones. Did the Commission have any knowledge of it? 

Mr. Wuire. Oh, I would expect so, because we had representatives 
of the Department of the Interior who served on this committee and, 
of course, we had representatives from the Federal Power Commission. 
They would be aware of it. 

Mr. Jones. Did none of those representatives bring to the attention 
of the committee the fact that there were legal ways and means to 
dispose of the power which would benefit the area and repay to the 
Federal Government its investment ? 

Mr. Wurre. Well, I would not wish to say that it was not brought 
up. I truthfully cannot say. I know that there was a great deal of 
discussion, and it is likely that it was. 
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Mr. Jones. Are you saying now that there was no request on the 
part of the public power bodies that requested of your organization 
advocating the construction of hydro sites ? 

Mr. Wuirte. No; I do not intend to say that. I do not believe I 
did. Isaid since there was no public power in the area—and I said I 
used that rather loosely to you, who are more familiar and associated 
with it than I am—we wrote it in the usual terms. Our figures were 
computed so that on private financing if you received a 60 cents re- 
turn or benefit on every dollar spent, that project is listed in the Gold 
Books of NENYIAC. There was no law I know of that prevents 
anybody to go on the NENYIAC report as an inventory. It is not 
a plan or a recommendation, but it is an inventory of the resources 
of the area. It is a disclosure of what we believe would be feasible 
within the next 25 years. 

Mr. Jones. Does it have comments from the Corps of Engineers 
as to the proper evaluation to place on these sites ? 

Mr. Wuire. The Corps of Engineers, as I recall it, are the ones 
who prepared the figures. 

Mr. Jones. These are the figures in the Gold Book ? 

Mr. Wuite. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Are the ones supplied by the Corps of Engineers based 
upon their surveys? 

Mr. Wurre. That is substantially so. There was a study and report 
group for each resource of the area, operated, I would judge, very 
similarly to your task force group of the Hoover Commission which 
developed this information. The Corps of Engineers were the chair- 
man agency of that study and report group on power, flood control, 
navigation and beach erosion, and things that generally come under 
them. 

Mr. Jones. Were you here yesterday when General Fleming testified 
about the reexamination of a great number of projects that had been 
recommended and those that had been authorized ? 

Mr. Wuire. You are talking now of flood-control projects? 

Mr. Jones. Of all the projects in the New England States. 

Mr. Wuire. Yes. I heard the general. Iwashere. Iam in accord 
with the reexamination. 

Mr. Jones. Some of those reexaminations were made at the instance 
of Congressman Boland to bring him up to date and to see that the 
economic factors and the ingredients that go into the determination, 
as well as the economic feasibility, were brought up to date in a review 
form. 

Mr. Wuire. I think that is an excellent thing to do. One of the 
comments I was going to make here today is that the policy of Congress 
of authorizing a project ey without any serious thought of 
appropriating money for the project, I believe to be a bad one; par- 
ticularly when it is applied to a flood-control project, because it be- 
comes a blighted area. 

The people who reside in that area do not wish to improve their 
homes and businesses do not wish to expand. New business does not 
wish to go into that area. We should devise some system here so 
that we can have action following the authorization within some 
limited time—and not for a number of years. 

Botanp. You think authorization should be more difficult to 
get 















ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 673 


Mr. Wuire. I expect that is exactly what I mean. Sometimes I 
have felt that was granted without any serious intention of following 
it out. I think it is bad for the economy of the area which is affected 
by such a project. I have seen it in my own State. It is a constant 
threat hanging over the heads of the people who reside there. 

Mr. Jones. The study we made in 1952 revealed that it takes an 
average of 9 years from the time the survey resolution is passed by the 
committee, and after the authorization of the project, until it receives 
the first appropriation. Do you think that is unduly long? 

Mr. Wurre. As a general thing, yes. I think specifically there 
might be a certain project that could be singled out 

Mr. Jonxs. You certainly do not want the C ongress to wait 9 years 
before it appropriates money to help out in the flood-control situation 
in New England, do you? 

Mr. Wuirr. No; I have been rather impatient about it. I have felt 
Congress has dragged its heels, and I have felt there is a real lack of 
understanding of the true situation. As I have listened to the proceed- 
ings before this body here in the last 2 days, I get the impression that 
we do not have flood control because we do not have multipurpose 
dams. 

Mr. Boranp. I think perhaps you got the wrong impression. 

Mr. Wuire. It is the impression I get. 

Mr. Botanp. As a matter of fact, I did not get that impression 
at all. Perhaps it is a consideration, but you are entitled to your own 
impression. I would like to have you point out specific ally where 
Congress dragged its feet in the matter of adequate flood protection 
for New England. I was interested in the statement you made a few 
days ago after the August 19 flood, I believe it was, when you appeared! 
somewhere and were quoted in the newspapers as saying Congress 
was responsible because they had not provided an adequate flood- 
control program for New England. Can you tell this committee where 
Congress dragged its feet so ) that we might be able to help extricate 
it from the mud in which it has been dr: igged 7 

Mr. Wuire. I guess probably I talk too much. My wife says I do 
and it is not easy to remember everything I say, but that sounds like 
me, so I probably said it. 

Mr. BotaNnp. That is what you get from being a person who gets into 
many controversial subjects. 

Mr. Wurre. That is right. 

Following the floods of 1956, and again in 1937, the four New 
England States did what I considered a remarkable thing. In a 
very short time, and I can’t quote you the time, but in a very short 
time they got together and the y endorsed compacts on flood control 
for Connecticut, Massachusetts, Vermont, and New Hampshire, w hiel 
were passed by the four legislat ures, and in that Way pro ided for loca 
contribution and acquisition of the land, and so forth and so on. 
They reserved to themselves the right if there were additional benefits 
from the generation of power that that should remain in the State. 

That went to Congress and was never ratified. You are probably 
aware of that. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know why it was not ratified ? 

Mr. Wuire. Well, I have my ideas. 

Mr. Jones. What is your idea? 
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Mr. Wurre. It did not meet with the approval of the administration. 

Mr. Jones. On what grounds? 

Mr. Wurre. Because they did not want the States to reserve the 
benefits of the power Sellen They felt it was a Federal right. 

Mr. Jongs. Do you not think it is a Federal responsibility in connec- 
tion with projects built with Federal funds, that is, Federal taxpayer 
funds gathered from all of the sections of the country—that we should 
have a fixed uniform law which applies to the sale and disposition of 
electric energy ¢ 

Mr. Wurre. If they were developed locally I think that is a local 
interest and responsibility, and not Federal. The Federal funds——- 

Mr. Jones. The Federal law, Mr. White, provides a preference of 
the State to acquire that property. That was in the Flood Control 
Act of 1936 and it was in every act or program in which the Federal 
Government has participated. So it was not denying to the States any 
right to acquire the interests. 

Mr. Wurre. Nevertheless, it is the belief we held that it was the 
right of our people that if there were benefits to come from these and 
we were to put up the money, they should be retained by the States. 

Mr. Botanp. You mean if the reservoirs were built in New Hamp- 
shire and Vermont, that the power which would be generated, if they 
are multipurpose dams or reservoirs, should go to Vermont or New 
Hampshire ? 

Mr. Wurre. Not necessarily. The four States in the compact that 
entered into the compact that was not ratified by Congress. 

Mr. Botanp. I can understand. I was not there, but I can easily un- 
derstand why it was not. I think perhaps there must have been a con- 
cern on the part of the Members of Congress in New England about 
the States paying for the acquisition of the land where the Federal 
Government had done it in every instance and in every section of the 
Nation. You did not want them to do that here in New England. I 
can understand the opposition to that. 

Mr. Wuire. I think it was the policy of the States at that time to 
acquire rights and easements. I think it was the act that was passed 
after that that put it as a straight Federal responsibility. Am I cor- 
rect in that ? 

Mr. Jonzs. I think it was the act of 1936. 

Mr. Wurre. That is rather an old, dead horse. Let us not dig him 
up too much here. The public’s memory is extremely short when it 
comes to matters of this sort. It was difficult to arouse public interest. 
We went into the war and had other things that were requiring our 
attention. It was at the end of the war that the governors of Con- 
necticut, Massachusetts, Vermont, and New Hampshire got together 
and set up a committee and said, “Draft a compact on flood control.” 

I was on that committee. Several people who appeared before you 
here at this hearing were on that committee and helped to draft that. 
It was a rather difficult thing to do, to get an agreement and get iden- 
tical wording through four different legislatures. It was done. It 
was sent to Congress and was ratified by Congress in June of 1953. 
This comes back to the question you raised. I believe when Congress 
ratified that compact that they should have taken the responsibility of 
furnishing the money to implement it. I believe that. I believe it was 
implied in it. I was so naive that I at that time believed when they 
vatified it every project listed in there automatically became an 
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authorized project because it was passed on by Congress. Later on we 
had unofficial legal rulings that that was not so. Rather than to 
jeopardize the thing, attempts have been made to get those that were 
not actually authorized, specifically authorized. 

It seemed to me in view of the experience that we had had here 
in New England, that when $250,000 or $260,000 was being sought 
for planning purposes on Otter Brook, there could not have been 
much interest by the congressional delegation of New England nor 
the Congress itself when only $100,000 was appropriated. 

Those are some of the reasons why I have arrived at my conclusions. 

Mr. Jonrs. The statement I made at the beginning of the hearings, 
Mr. White, were these—and I repeat them to you again because I do 
not know whether you were present. It has been my experience as a 
member of the Flood Control Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Public Works of the House of Representatives, which authorized 
these projects, that there has not been a genuine display of zeal on 
the part of the people of New England to try to acquire flood-control 
projects from the Congress of the ‘United States. On the other hand, 

I have noticed, that the members of the delegation, both Democratic 
ahd Republicians, have worked earnestly to try to obtain those au- 
thorizations and appropriations. 

1 do not serve on the Appropriations Committee, but I think the 
record will disclose that annually they go before the Appropriations 
Committee and ask for money either for planning or construction, 
for the authorized projects. I know just this spring Mr. Boland and 
and several members of the Massachusetts delegation appeared before 
the Public Works Committee and sought further authorization of the 
projects. They expressed the sentiment and feeling that unless there 
was a comprehet sive development of flood control and water resources 
in New E ngland, that the situations which came about, might occur, 
just like they did happen in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Wurre. There is no conflict with the projects that are listed in 
the compact with the comprehensive deve lopment of the stream. | 
am sure both of you gentlemen have had experience enough in leg- 
islative bodies to know if you get a document like that from the 
legislatures of four States, it should be some indication that the 
people are in accord with it. 

Now, in New Hampshire nobody up there wants these projects 
They take up land that we do not want to yield. Therefore the New 
Hampshire people are not going to ask Congress to appropriate the 
money. It appeared that the people in Massachusetts and Connecti 
cut did not fully realize in order to get the prote ction that was neces- 
sary, that these projects would have to be built in Vermont and Ne 
Hampshire. 

Mr. Jones. ne that attitude still prevail / 

Mr. Wurre. I do not believe so. I think this recent disaster pro! 
ably caused people to look into it more thoroughly now, and it is 
understood. But I attended : a meeting in Boston, Mass., just prior to 
the hurricane flood in August. The meeting was called more or less 
because we were not ge tting enough publi c works proje ‘ts in the area. 
They were thinking more of harbor impro vvements than floods. There 
were tabulations made as to the benefits that the various States got, 
and Phil Shutler finds that the State of Vermont is being credited 
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with flood protection works as a credit to Vermont, and I find the 
same thing in New Hampshire, when they are built to benefit Massa- 
chusetts and Connecticut. Still, we were being charged as getting 
a little more public works than our neighbors were. 

So as I say, that is illustrative of the fact that I do not think it is 
understood. 

Mr. Jones. Let me assure you of one thing, Mr. White. I am not 
here to incite differences among the States. “What I am anxious to 
do is to contribute what little I can, possibly, and the efforts of this 
committee also, to reconcile any differences, if there are any differ- 
ences outstanding, with the hope that the Federal Government will 
assume its responsibility to carry out whatever works are necessary 
to insure that we do not have a repetition of what you have experienced 
this year on two different occasions. 

I hope whatever works are undertaken, that the maximum benefits 
will be derived from the Federal investment, in order that the majority 
of the people will get the fruits of their investment. 

I hope you do not sense that we are here to bring up a dead horse, 
but we are here to look to the future. I can assure you of cooperation, 
as a member of the Flood Control Subcommittee of the House of 
Representatives Public Works Committee. I can assure you that you 
will have an anxious ear waiting. 

I hope through my own efforts and the efforts of my committee that 
we can do something. 

Again I want to say I am sympathetic to your flood-control problem. 
I have lived on a river where we had a series of floods ev ery year, 
and I saw the loss of life and the loss of property there. Now we 
do not have a single dollar’s worth of loss. The reason why we do 
not is because the Federal Government has invested in flood control 
on the Tennessee River. It is to benefit of the people of Alabama. 
It will be just as much benefit and satisfaction to me, though, if the 
people of New England are spared disasters as a result of that. 

Mr. Wurre. Iam certainly glad to hear that, Mr. Chairman, because 
I have been greatly concerned as I have been sitting here in the last 
2 days, that we were going to have this issue confused and we were 
tying flood control over the back of power. 

I would like to make this statement: I have given considerable 
thought and study to these projects. In the first place, you are 
aware, I am sure, that regardless of what the State of New Hamp- 
shire or any of these States do, or the Army engineers, if a flood- 
control project is being built then the Federal Power Commission 
has the authority to order the provision of power being built into 
it. So nobody can be barred from the development of power if it 
is a multiple-purpose use. 

In my own State we have four flood-control projects already being 
built. Two of them are possible multipurpose. One has a provision 
for the penstocks to be installed. The other is so constructed that 
later on it can be raised for the additional storage which will be neces- 
sary if you make it multipurpose. But every site is not adapted to 
that use. 

Mr. Jones. Of course not. 

Mr. Wurire. And floods occur here in New England any day of 
the week, or month, or year. It is not safe to encr oach upon the capac- 
ity of a flood-control project for any other purpose. So, if you have 
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many sites which are not adapted to multipurpose use and you are 
going to build flood control in there, then that is all you can have in 
it—flood control. 

In the NENYIAC report there are a couple of multipurpose proj- 
ects listed there in my own State. I believe there is one in Vermont. 
I am not sure of the State of Maine. So there was no attempt by any- 
body in a responsible position that I know of to prevent multipurpose 
development. 

What I am fearful of is, it is going to become confused here and 
we are going to lose the flood-control protection that we so sorely 
need. That is why I am talking so much about it. 

There is another reference that has come in here several times, and 
I am sure the record you have is probably complete, but for the sake 
of this record, the governors’ conference program on flood control 
has been referred to as a $50 million or $50-some-odd million program. 
It is my understanding that that $50- and- some-odd million is for the 
initial stages of it. ‘The total is some $250 million or $260 million. 

I would not wish this record to show that $50-odd million are going 
to take care of the flood needs of the area 

Mr. Botanp. I think that $50 million reference was made yesterday. 
I think it referred just to projects in Massachusetts, if 1 understand 
it correctly. 

Mr. Wuirr. As I understood it—and again, I could not hear all of 
the discussion until I moved up here—— 

Mr. Botanp. It would run to the total, you say, of $250 million. 
That is correct. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And that is the very minimum that General Itschner 
quoted, with a figure of $259 million. It is the bare minimum, to use 
his words, for any adequate flood-control protection in New England. 
So we can expect that figure on present-day costs, as General Itsch- 
ner projected the authorized projects up to present-day costs. 

Mr. Wurrre. I think it is a pretty firm figure, but in the experience 
of the two recent storms there may be gaps that have to be filled i 
which nobody has the information on at the present time. 

There is a recommendation in this Hoover report which I believe 
could be improved. As a matter of fact, it is two recommendations. 
Those are2 and 3. Yes, 2 and 3. 

That, without going into details, we recommend the creation of a water re 
sources board upon the above basis. 

Which is more or less a cabinet board. 

I have served on boards which oar been set up similar] 
some other speaker here mentioned, it is difficult. I thin 
Sumner Pike who said it. It is diffic malt to get attendance. 

In our work on the NENYIAC report, after we submitted tha 

ort, we felt that in order to get the full advantage of it there must 
om something done on a local area basis. After giving it considerable 
thought we came up with a proposed charter for a Northeastern Re- 
sources Council which would have a State representative from ea 
one of the States, and a Federal representative from each one of the 
resources agencies of the Federal Government. r do have 
copies of this and I will be glad to leave them with you 

This is a coordinating committee, and we believe for once we can 
take a report and work out a program from it, and schedule that 
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program, working closely with Congress, and get — Ay cag 8" 
plishments. If it happened to be a good idea and coulc be app iec 
to the other regions of the area where we now have a Federal inter- 
agency committee rather than a coequality committee between the 
States and Federal, it would seem to me that one representative for 
each one of these regions could be selected and put on this top water 
resources board, which would be a top coordinator and adviser, and 
you would then be getting it from the grassroots. 

* I would expect probably that Congress might want to have some- 
thing to say ¢ bent representatives on there, and possibly the President 
may want to appoint the Chairman, and so forth; but you would get 
grassroots representation, which is extremely important. = 

I say that because, as you fully realize, the problems here in New 
England, water-resources-wise, are a great deal different than they 
are in some of our western or southern or other regions of the United 
States. You have great reclamation and irrigation problems that so 
far we have escaped here, and so forth. 

So I would think if you have a water resources board, or whatever 
you may call it, the representation drawn that way could be very 
helpful. 

When you are going to staff the Bureau of the Budget with tech- 
nical staff to appraise a project on which they are going to pass, I 
become uneasy about that. 

The Bureau of the Budget is an arm of the President, as I view 
it. It is the Executive arm. As General Fleming said to you here 
yesterday and as all of you have experienced, we do not know what 
they have recommended to the Bureau of the Budget. We cannot 
be told until after the President’s budget message goes to Congress. 
To further staff that Bureau, you might reach a point where we will 
be completely lost. I think you can get a better appraisal from an 
impartial group which knows exactly what the problems are, if the 
staff is lodged with this water resources board, or policy group, or 
whatever you want to call it, rather than in the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Hoover Commission report lightly brushes over that and says 
that this policy board or coordinating board can draw its technical 
assistance from the various Federal agencies. That is not good 
because you are going to draw your technical assistance from the very 
men who provided the project in the first place. Their loyalty and 
interest remain with that Federal agency. 

So I think if this group is ever set up they should have their own 
technical staff, and I believe it should be here rather than in the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, you have been very patient and I have very 
briefly touched on some of the points I wanted to raise. I thank you 
for the opportunity of appearing before you. 

Mr. Jones. It is a pleasure to have you, Mr. White. We appreciate 
the testimony that you have supplied the committee. 

Without objection, the document submitted by Mr. White on the 


North-Eastern Resources Council Charter shall be made a part of the 
record. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 


NORTH-EASTERN RESOURCES COUNCIL CHARTER 


I, ESTABLISH MENT 


There is established a North-Eastern Resources Council to be comprised of a 
representative of the governors of the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, 
Rhode Island, New York, and Connecticut, and the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts, and a representative from any of the following Federal departments which 
accept an invitation to participate: Interior, Commerce, Agriculture, Health, 
Education, and Welfare, the Army, and the Federal Power Commission. The 
human resources of the region was not a part of the NENYIAC report, therefore, 
the Federal Department of Labor is invited to take part in the work of the North- 
Eastern Resources Council as an associate member which will permit adequate 
participation by that Department in matters affecting its responsibilities. 

(a) The governors of each of the States concerned shall appoint one member 
of the resources council. 

(vb) Each Federal agency concerned will be invited to designate a member to 
the resources council and they shall preferably be residents in the region. 

(c) Council members may designate other officials to serve as alternates. 

(d@) When appropriate, other Federal, State, public, and private agencies and 
private enterprise will be asked to participate in council meetings and to appoint 
representatives to specific committees, in order that the work of the council may 
be coordinated with the related work of all agencies. 

(e) A chairman of the council shall be elected annually in August from and 
by the State and Federal members, provided that, except by unanimous consent 
of the members, the chairman shall not succeed himself. 

(f) The respective States and Federal departments may assign staff assistants 
as the members may request. 

(y) The coordinator for the council and the necessary administrative person- 
nel, office space, heat, light, supplies, etc., shall be paid for from funds of NERC 
as hereinafter provided. 

(hk) The expenses of NERC shall be borne 50 percent by Federal departments 
and 50 percent by the States, and the States’ respective shares shall be the per- 
centage of the average of the population and wealth. 


II. METHOD OF OPERATION 


(a) The council shall maintain a continuing office of record in Boston, Mass. 

(b) Meetings of the council will be held each month at a designated time and 
place appropriate to the agenda. Special executive sessions of the council may 
be held at the call of the chairman or on petition of a majority of the council 
members. 

(ec) The council shall serve as a means for coordinating activities and achiev- 
ing accord or agreement, at the regional level, among its member States and 
agencies on all issues or problems which may arise. Staff work necessary to 
coordinate activities and present the essence of any issues or problems to the 
council shall be carried on by the council staff or by committees as appropriate 
and as may be appointed by the chairman and approved by the council. 

(@) All problems or questions shall be resolved by the council. When the 
problem or question under consideration appeared as a part of the agenda in the 
notice of the meeting, a majority vote of the members present and voting shall 
be sufficient to resolve the problem or question, otherwise a majority of the 
members of the conncil must vote in the affirmative before any act of the council 
can become binding. 

(e) Minutes of meetings will be prepared to record the actions and recom 
mendations of the council. The minutes will be primarily for use of the par 
ticipating States and agencies, but a wider distribution may be made when con- 
sidered desirable by the council. 

(f) The council shall hold at least one public hearing annually in each of 
the affected States to obtain the views of all interested parties on the resources 
plans which the council has considered, and to receive the views of anyone as 
to plans, grievances, or any other matter related to the resources of the region 
which it may be desired to have the council consider. 
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(g) The council shall prepare and submit to the President of the United 
States and to each of the governors of the affected States an annual report on the 
resources of the northeastern region, summarizing the coordinated plans for 
conservation, use, and development of these resources which the council believes 
would best serve the public interest. 

(kh) The council may establish further procedures governing its operations as 
required. 

Responsibilities 

(a) It will be the responsibility of the council to establish means and pro- 
cedures to promote coordination of the water and land resources activities of 
the States and of the Federal agencies ; to promote resolution of problems at the 
regional level; to suggest to the Interagency Committee on Water Resources on 
any matters of mutual interest. 

(bv) The efforts of the council on coordination of work and resolution of 
conflicts will be directed toward all State and Federal activities involved in their 
respective water and land resources development responsibilities and shall in- 
clude coordination of the following: 

(1) Collecting and interpreting basic data. 

(2) Planning and directing basic research of related water and land 
resources projects. 

(3) Studying and planning of related water and land resources projects. 


III, GEOGRAPHICAL JURISDICTION 


The geographical area to be encompassed within the sphere of council influ- 
ence will include the entire States of Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, 
Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, and New York, including Passamaquoddy Bay, 
Long Island Sound and the Atlantic Ocean contiguous to the Northeastern 
region. 


Mr. Jones. I would like to place in the record a letter directed to me 
by Mr. Alfred Belisle, chairman of the Board of Selectmen of the 
town of Huntington, Mass. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


OcToBerR 24, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN, CONGRESSIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, 
Federal Building, Springfield, Mass. 

Dear Sir: The town of Huntington would like to go on record as favoring 
the enactment of legislation to provide for authorization design and construction 
of the Littleville Dam on the Middle Branch of the Westfield River. 

The town would also like to favor legislation that would be instrumental in 
getting some sort of a program of flood retention on the West Branch of the West- 
field River. It is understood unofficially that no recommendations have been 
made for flood control dam construction on this branch, we therefore would like 
that an attempt be made to initiate a study of the possibilities of some other 
form of control of floodwaters on the West Branch. 

Respectfully yours, 
ALFRED BELISLE, 
Chairman, Board of Selectmen. 


Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Carter W. Atkins, executive director of the Con- 
necticut Public Expenditure Council, Inc. ° 


STATEMENT OF CARTER W. ATKINS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
CONNECTICUT PUBLIC EXPENDITURE COUNCIL, INC. 


Mr. Arxins. Mr. Chairman, and I was about to say members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Jonrs. Yes. I was just noticing the membership of this sub- 
committee is very small, but it sure is getting smaller by the hour. 
I can tell youthat. I had better not say “we” any more. 

Mr. Arxins. Perhaps it is improving in quality. 
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Mr. Jones. I hope the reporter stays with me. 

You may proceed, Mr. Atkins. 

Mr. Arxrins. I am Carter W. Atkins, executive director of the Con- 
necticut Public Expenditure Council, with offices at 21 Lewis Street, 
Hartford, Conn. I reside in Simsbury, Conn. The council is a tax- 
payer-research organization, nonprofit in character, and supported by 
annual membership subscriptions. Its membership consists of ap- 
proximately 1,200 leading individuals and business organizations from 
all parts of the State. 

The council was organized in 1942 for the purpose of studying the 
problems of the local, State, and Federal governments which are of 
concern to the citizens and taxpayers of Connecticut, informing its 
members and taxpayers at large of the results of its research, and co- 
operating in every way possible with public officials in obtaining ef- 
ficiency and economy in the affairs of our governments. 

At the annual meeting of members last June it was voted that we 
should, wherever possible, support the adoption of the Hoover Com- 
mission recommendations, and I appear today at the unanimous re- 
quest of the executive committee of our board of trustees. Mr. Chair- 
man, I appreciate the opportunity of presenting to you this brief 
statement of the council’s views and position on the subject of this 
hearing. 

The people of Connecticut, and those of our neighboring States, in 
the past few months have sutfered grievously from an unique catas- 
trophe of nature. Some lost their lives; many lost all their earthly 
possessions; business and industry suffered staggering damage. ‘The 
recovery of the people of Connecticut from this disaster was immediate 
and thoroughly in keeping with the finest traditions of a State which 
has more than 300 years of glorious history behind it. Severe as they 
are, these disasters will not check the forward progress of Connecticut. 

It is natural at a time such as this, however, that many of our people 
are asking whether these disasters might have been prevented or steps 
taken that would have greatly mitigated them. 

There is no record in all Connecticut’s history of a rainfall of the 
great depth in so brief a time as that of August 18 and 19. So far, 
man has not been able to control these upheavals of nature. The 
topography of Connecticut is such that the unprecedented downpour 
saused tremendous damage to the works of man situated in the low- 
lands and the valleys. For many years people lived in these valleys 
with but slight consideration of. the catastrophe that might happen. 
Some talked of the potential dangers and offered plans to offset them, 
but they received insufficient attention and only minor preventative 
steps were taken. Then came the rains of August 19 and October 15. 

Now we know that we must develop plans for flood control and im- 
plement that planning by appropriate action. Adequate planning is 
an absolute necessity. It is also necessary that this planning be com- 
pleted as soon as possible. Before an adequate plan may be developed, 
there must be established a national policy for the use of our water 
resources. 

Fortunately there are sound proposals in the Hoover Commission 
report which would establish the policy under which sound planning 
may be accomplished. The first and most important of the Hoover 
Commission recommendations in its report on water resources and 
power provides that the Congress adopt a national water policy and 
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establish a Water Resources Board. A further recommendation of 
the Commission important to the flood-control problem is that the 
construction of seals ater dams in the flood-control program of the 
Soil Conservation Service be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. 
Our council strongly endorses these recommendations of the ‘Hoover 
Commission. 

Had such a policy been established and steps taken to carry out an 
adequate flood-control plan, we believe that the disaster which re- 
cently occurred might have been prevented in certain areas or would 
have been much less severe. The nature of the flood which recently 
occurred here is the kind that might occur in many places in this 
country at any time without warning, as distinguished from those 
floods which repeat year after year within predictable limits. This 
is the most difficult kind of flood prevention to plan—and I speak of 
the kind we just had—and we are convinced that the probability of 
having such planning accomplished will be much more assured if the 
separ: ute and individual activities of the some 25 Federal : agencies now 
involved in water resources are brought together under a national 
policy and water coordinated planning a as recommended by the Hoover 
Commission. 

Earlier this year, at a meeting in New York, the Honorable Leslie 
A. Miller, former Governor of W yoming and member of the Hoover 
Commission’s Task Force on Water Resources and Power, said: 


It is the expressed view of many that the prime need in the field of water 
resources is a national water administration policy. 


Mr. Miller went on to say: 


Our task group recommended a national water policy to be applied to all 
agencies, the cornerstone of which would be the assumption of consistent shares 
of costs by all beneficiaries, including States and legal subdivisions thereof. 


More recently, on October 19, at a meeting in Waterbury Conn., the 
Honorable James A, Farley, a member of the Hoover Commission, 
said: 

There will be vigorous efforts to discredit the entire Hoover report by finding 
fault with portions of it. It has already been said, on the one hand, that some 
of the Commission’s recommendations are “socialistic” and, on the other, that 
the Commission had “tried to turn the clock back.” Now I don’t for a moment 
contend that the Commission is completely infallible in every single recom- 
mendation. At the same time, I deplore any tendency to restrict full, free, 
frank consideration of all the Commission’s proposals—and prompt agreement 
on as many as possible. 


Mr. Jones. I might say at that point, that is the objective of this 
committee—to get free and open discussion. 

Mr. Arxins. That is very fine, sir. 

Mr. Farley went on to say: 

Only about 16 percent of the recommendations are deeply controversial, after 
all, in the sense that they face outright, organized opposition. We will be losing 
soinething precious if we were to become so preoccupied with the trees of con- 
troversy that we neglect the forest of fruitful and vital economies and improve- 
ments which are ours to command. 

That is the end of the quotation from Mr. Farley. 

We believe, therefore, that the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission offer sound and important steps looking toward the best 
solution of our New England needs. 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 683 


Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr, Atkins. We welcome you 
as a witness today and I appreciate the statement that you have made. 
I understand from the clerk of the committee you had communi- 
cated with me or the staff of the committee, or sent a communication 
to me making a request to appear before the committee. 

Mr. Arkrys. Y es, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I am sorry to say that your communications must have 
gone astray because the clerk of the committee did not receive either 
the letter ¢ the telegram you sent. Had you sent it to my home in 
Alabama, I did not note that it was on my desk and I am sure my peo- 
ple would have placed it there before me. 

Mr. Arkrns. That is quite all right because it worked out all right 
in the end. But I verified from the copy of the letter its address. 
It did go out and was addressed to you as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee to your office in Washington. 

Mr. Jones. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Arxins. May I make just one more comment before I leave the 
stand ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arxrns. I realize, of course, that there are many people who 
will not accept the Hoover Commission report in its entirety. A few 
years ago, about the time Mr. Hoover was completing his first survey 
of the organization of the Federal Government, I was serving as 
chairman of the organization commission in my own State to bring in 
a report on the organization of the State government. I learned by 
experience that when a group sits down on a commission and attempts 
to resolve into a single report so many conflicting views and to present 
a report which in its best judgment is in the best interests of the com- 
munity on the problem which it is charged to study and report on, that 
there will be many differences of opinion with what it recommends. 
However, I have also learned that when those criticisms are made they 
oftentimes are made without the full benefit of all the factors that 
were before the commission when it was making its decision. 

Mr. Jones. That is true. I find a lot of judgments are made before 
the Congress without exploration on the part of the advocates making 
the recommendation. 

Mr. Arxrns. Yes, sir. I think you are right. In my State, when 
our commission made its report, there was strong reaction in opposi- 
tion to many parts of it, just as there has been to the report of the 
Hoover Commission, both the first one and the present one. But, in 
the main, there is so much good in those reports that we will even- 
tually want to adopt that I feel we should take every pain possible to 
preserve out of them all of the things that we can possibly accept 
and adopt. 

I would commend to you, sir, as a member of the committee the 
earnest and sincere—— 

Mr. Jones. Certainly we have the highest forum, that is, the forum 
of public opinion, for the people who finally make the final determi- 
nation on the question. 

Mr. Arxins. Eventually they will accept a lot more than they will 
today. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Joseph Curran, councilman from Hartford, Conn. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mayor Robert Capeless, Pittsfield, Mass. 

(No. response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. William J. McGlone, executive director of the Hol- 


yoke Taxpayers Association. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. McGLONE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF 
THE HOLYOKE TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McGionz. My name is William J. McGlone. I am executive 
director of the Holyoke Taxpayers Association. 

The Holyoke Taxpayers Association is an organization founded in 
1932. We have some 2,000 members representing the taxpayers of 
the city of Holyoke. 

Mr. Jones. Are you for or against taxes? 

Mr. McGtone. We are trying to analyze them, anyway. We merely 
wish to be recorded in favor of the water-resources report of the Hoover 
Commission. We feel that definitely Federal action is necessary to 
cope with the flood-control problem, and we feel also definitely that 
Federal assistance is necessary. 

In our perhaps limited analysis of the report we do not find that 
it militates against this concept of adequate Federal aid, so that we 
feel that it would be a step in the right direction in the adequate 
penaentetion and adequate assistance that our New England area 
needs. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. McGlone. 

Mr. Thomas Sullivan, executive director of the ADA. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS A. SULLIVAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION, MASSACHUSETTS 
CHAPTER 


Mr. Sututvan. My name is Thomas A. Sullivan; I am executive 
director of the Americans for Democratic Action, Massachusetts 
Chapter. 

When we became aware your committee was holding its hearings 
in Springfield it was my job to see to it that ADA turned up some 
of those expert people to testify here. Unfortunately or otherwise, 
we discovered you got to our experts before we did, and several of 
them have already testified in the last 2 days. So I will content 
myself just to read a brief statement which puts my organization on 
record. 

Americans for Democratic Action, Massachusetts chapter, would 
like to go on record in support of the testimony advocating more 
Federal allocation of money to the development of the Connecticut 
River for the purposes of flood control and hydroelectric power. 

We firmly believe that only the Federal Government can plan 
and afford such development as is needed in the Connecticut River 
Valley to prevent further loss of life and property. 

Furthermore, we firmly believe that American citizens are both 
willing and able to support area developments of this sort. What is 
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a disaster and a waste in one area of the country is a loss to the whole 
Nation. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Joseph M. Rourke, Secretary of the Connecticut Federation 
of Labor. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Kenneth LeMere, secretary of the Springfield Cen- 
tral Labor Union. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH F. LeMERE, SECRETARY, SPRINGFIELD 
CENTRAL LABOR UNION 


Mr. LeMere. Mr. Chairman, I am Kenneth F. LeMere, secretary 
of the Springfield Central Labor Union, AFL, 

I am testifying on behalf of Kenneth Kelley, secretary-treasurer 
of the Massachusetts Federation of Labor. I should like to explain 
that Mr. Kelley is involved in hearings for the federation in Boston, 
and since he is our foremost expert on the subject he was just unable 
to get away in time to get here. I contacted him and he asked me 
to send you his regrets that he could not be here. 

Mr. Jones. We are sorry he could not come, but we know you will 
make a good advocate in his stead. 

Mr. LeMere. Thank you. 

I do not propose to take up much of the committee’s time. May I 
say simply that we of the Massachusetts Federation of Labor feel 
that, in this issue before you, two principles are contained: First, the 
responsibility for flood control and, second, the method. We feel that 
the primary responsibility for flood control is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s. We feel that the best method of flood control is the multi- 
purpose dam. 

Gentlemen, you have already heard enough testimony to demon- 
strate to you beyond doubt that the working people of New England 
are acutely conscious of our need for more and for lower priced power. 
On this point may I merely add a hearty second to the remarks made 
here yesterday by Mr. Belanger, of the CIO. You can imagine how 
conscious we are, after the past 2 months, of the need for flood control. 
On this point, may I say that, if we felt that the States could or would 
do the job, after having talked about it for 20 years, I would not be 
here today. 

May I add one comment on that part of the Hoover report which 
holds that the Federal Government should not concern itself in purely 
intrastate projects. I point out that, if a brass factory on the Nauga- 
tuck River is knocked out, an assembly line hundreds of miles away is 
affected. I point out that, if a woolen mill in Monson, Mass., is knocked 
out, a tailor in New York is affected. Gentlemen, we of the Massa- 
chusetts Federation of Labor cannot agree to a point of view which 
Balkanizes us into 48 separate republics, each indifferent to the needs 
of the others. We hope this point of view will not prevail in Congress. 

Before I close, Mr. Chairman, may I, just as evidence that this is 
not a new program, read to you one paragraph of a community pro- 
gram which a joint committee of the CIO and AFL drew up this 
summer : 

We believe that this city, through its government, should work for an inte 
grated development of the Connecticut River Valley to provide for better flood 
control, increased hydroelectric power, river navigation, and recereational areas. 
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This was written before the hurricane floods. 
In closing, may I thank you most sincerely, Mr. Chairman, for 
coming up to this part of the country to give us the chance to express 
our views. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Slow ae there anyone else who would like to testify before the com- 
mittee ¢ 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JULIUS MELTZER, REAL ESTATE AGENT, 
SPRINGFIELD, MASS. 


Mr. Mevrzer. Mr. Chairman, may I make one further comment ? 
I planned to do it before you recessed, Mr. Chairman. 

You recall in my presentation I said we were lulled to sleep. This 
matter of insurance is somewhat disturbing. Believe me when I say 
anybody who has suffered a loss of property—we cannot recapture 
life—that that party should receive whatever he can in Feder al aid. 
However, I think there is something behind this, and from my many 
years of experience in National, State and local political affairs, and 
being before these many committees, I am a little bit concerned, and 
I think this suggestion may bear some consideration. 

Is it the intent to create Federal insurance in order to prevent the 
possible building of flood-control measures and hydro power? Is the 
thought behind this possibly the power companies, who say, “Give 
Federal insurance to those areas who have been affected, to prevent the 
possibility of building flood-control measures that may generate 
power.” 

I merely give that thought to you, Mr. Chairman, because IT am 
always suspicious. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Meltzer. 

Let me say in concluding the hearings that I want to thank the cus- 
todian of the building for being oe) kind and generous to us in providing 
for our needs while we have been here in Springfield. 

I also wish to compliment and commend the many, many witnesses 
who have appeared before the committee. 

You have given valuable testimony before the committee and I want 
you to know that we genuinely appreciate the manifestation of interest 
and the fine and splendid statements that you have made before the 
committee. They have shown careful preparation and intense thought 
on the subject. 

As I said earlier, I hope our coming here will mean some contribution 
to the community. If there are differences I hope they will be recon- 
ciled so that the ultimate goal can be accomplished. 

Again I thank you. Tt is a wonderful opportunity to be in New 
England. I share your faith and your hope and confidence that New 
England will continue to be a strong industrial empire which will 
inure to the benefit of all the people ‘of this country. I share your 
hopes and I share your aspirations. 

Thank you very much. 











ha et be ee 


harp 


—-~ 


~ -. A woe Ae 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 687 


The following persons were invited to appear at the hearing: 


Hon. Edmund 8. Muskie, Governor of Maine 

Hon. Lane Dwinell, Governor of New Hampshire 

Hon. Joseph B. Johnson, Governor of Vermont 

Hon. Christian A. Herter, Governor of Massachusetts 

Hon. Abraham A. Ribicoff, Governor of Connecticut 

Hon. Dennis J. Roberts, Governor of Rhode Island 

Hon. Dominick J. DeLueco, mayor of Hartford, Conn. 

Hon. William T. Sheasby, mayor of Ansonia, Conn. 

Hon. P. Francis Hicks, mayor of Winsted, Conn 

Hon. William T. Carroll, mayor of Torrington, Conn. 

Hon. Raymond RF. Snyder, mayor of Waterbury, Conn. 

Hon. Charles F. Clark, mayor of Naugatuck, Conn. 

Hon. Daniel M. Brunton, mayor of Springfield, Mass. 

Hon. James Cahillane, mayor of Northampton, Mass. 

William E. Leuchtenburg, associate professor of history, Columbia University 

Mr. F. H. King, manager, Holyoke Gas and Electric Department, Holyoke, Mass. 

Brig. Gen. Robert Fleming, division engineer, Corps of Engineers, Boston, Mass. 

Prof. Seymour E. Harris, Harvard University, chairman of the New England 
Governors’ Textile Committee 

Prof. Virginia L. Galbraith, Mt. Holyoke College, Massachusetts 

Mr. Richard Martin, city manager, Manchester, Conn. 

Prof. James R. Nelson, Amherst College, Amherst, Mass. 

Mr. Joseph Curran, councilman, Hartford, Conn. 


The governors of the States and the mayors of the Conisecticut towns 
were invited by letter, which read as follows: 


SIR, or 
My Dear Mr. Mayor: 

I am chairman of the Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power 
of the House Committee on Government Operations. This subcommittee has 
been established for the special purpose of reviewing A Report to the Congress— 
“Water Resources and Power” of the Commission on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Government (known as the Hoover Commission). 

The subcommittee is planning to hold hearings in various parts of the country 
to learn the reaction of the local people to the recommendations contained in 
the Hoover Commission report. 

On October 24 and 25, hearings will be held in the courtroom in the Post 
Office Building at Springfield, Mass. Primary emphasis at this hearing will be 
given to the flood-control problems facing New England, but the various other 
water resource problems embraced in the Commission report will be considered 
also. 

The subcommittee cordially invites you to appear at the Springfield hearing 
at any time on either of the 2 days which is convenient to you. We should very 
much apreciate your giving us a complete story of the damage to your city 
caused by the recent floods together with any plans which may have been form- 
ulated to alleviate such damage in the future. We should also appreciate re- 
ceiving your opinion as to the effect of the recommendations contained in the 
Commission report on the carrying out of such plans. 

We would appreciate your letting us know if you will be able to attend. We 
sincerely hope to see you at Springfield. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert E. Jones, M. C., 
Chairman. 


(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m. the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
was concluded.) 
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